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Art. I. The general Prevalence of the Worfoip of Human Spirits in 
the ancient Heathen Nations afferted and proved. By Hugh Farmer. 
8vo, 7% fewed. Buckland. 1783. 


HAT fpeculations of this fort may amufe the curious, or 
gratify the learned, will be acknowledged by all: but 

their utility to Chriftians, as Chriftians, is not fo obvious; and 
there are many who may be‘ready te conclude, that religion will 
receive no confirmation and little affiftance from an acquaint- 
ance with the fyftems of Paganifm ; and that it is a matter of no 
concern to the worfhippers of the true God, what fentiments 
the antient Heathens entertained of their falfe divinities. The 
learned and excellent Author of this ingenious and elaborate 
work anticipates this prejudice againft thofe ftudies on which his 
inquiries are founded ; and in a very Jong introduCtion attempts 
to fhew, that a critical knowledge of thefe fubje&ts may‘ anfwer 
many valuable purpofes. He particularly obferves, that fuch a 
knowledge hath a tendency to imprefs us with a due fenfe of the 
high importance of the Jewifh and Chriftian difpenfations ; and 
of the peculiar propriety of thofe extraordinary means which 
were employed to accomplifh our deliverance from idolatry, and 
to introduce and eftablifh the religions of Mofes and of the 
Meffiah. A knowledge of the idolatrous rites and inftitutions 
of Paganifm will tend to vindicate the juftice of God in refpect 
to the very fevere punifhments which were judicially inflicted 
On its votaries, and to juftify the cenfurcs fo frequently and fo 
forcibly pafled upon them by the antient Prophets, A right 
underftanding of the change idolatry underwent in the interval 
between Mofes and the Meffiah, ferves alfo to fhew how perfeetly 
both their inftitutions correfponded to this change, in order to 
produce more effectually their important defign, This corre- 
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fpondence Is confirmed and illuftrated by the reprefentations 
given of a future ftate in the Old and New Teftament. The 
learned Author examines the opinions of the Pagan writers on 
this fubject, purpofely, with a view to fhew, how far a know. 
ledve of the antiquity of the worfhip of dead men may enable 
us to fix the meaning of the word D: ATH, in the threatenin 
denounced agzinft Adam. § If human fpirits (fays he) were 
worfhipp:d in the age of Mofes, particularly in Egypt and Phee. 
nicia, th.n the word death could not at that time, and in thole 
countries,.cenote more than the deftrudtion of bodily life 5 for, 
had this term farther included in it the infenfibility or ex:inction 
of the foul, the dead would not have been honoured as Gods, 
And had Mofes uled it in this extenfive fenfe, he would (as he 
well knew) have been mifunderftood by the Egyptians, who 
aflerted the immortality of the foul; and by the Hebrews, who 
dwelt among them, and had adopted their fyftem of religion, 
He did not, however, in order to prevent their miftsking him, 

ive notice of his ufine the word in a new and fingular fenfe; 
and therefore he defizned to exprefs by it what they did, the 
defirufion of the body.’ ‘he Author gives feveral reafons, which 
we!] deferve the moft attentive confideration, to confirm this ine 
terpretation of the word deat) in the writings of Mofes; and 
particulaily obferves, that he c-nnot find a fingle example be- 
fore the time of Chrift, of a perfor who believed the refurreQion 
of the dead, that did not at the fame time allow the permanence 
of the foul after death. 

Thefe introductory remarks were defigned by the Author to 
juftify nis attempt to bring forward to the Reader a general view 
of Pagan worfhip, from thofe records of antiquity, which few 
have the Jeifure or the ability to confult in their original ftate, 
The fubject was flightly touched on in his former publication 
oa the Demaniacs of the Gofpel; but the defign of that learned 
and curious work was of too circum{cribed a nature to admit of 
fuch an ample difcuffion of it as was neceflary to give the reader 
a thorough infight into it, by unfolding the feveral parts of 
which it confifts, and examining its diftin& principles, as well 
as its leading and general object, 

The Author confines himfelf in the prefent work to one in- 
quiry; viz. The prevalence of the werfbip of human fpirits in the 
antient heathen world. We profecutes it with an attention that 
difcovers his diligence; and his obfervations and reflections 
throughout are equal proofs of his learning and judgment. 

The firit chapter is defigned to prove, from the teftimonies of 
the heathens themfelves, that they paid religious honours to 
dead men in the nations ftyled barbarous; or that were in an 
uncivilized tate. In the firft eGion, Mr. Farmer combats the 
objections of his moft formidable (and, according to his own 
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jea, mott uncandid and difingenuous) antazonift, Mr. ‘ell 5 
in his remarks on the treatife on the Demeniacs. Mr. Fell de- 
nied that the Scythians, the Maflacctes, the Getes, tne Goths, 
the Germans, the erfians, the Arabicas, and the inhabitants of 
Meroe, paid any worfhip to deceafed herocs. In molt of Mr, 
Fell’s remarks Mr, Farmer fees either plagiart{m or mifrepreient- 
ation; and when he detects either, he is not very (paring in his 
cenfures. Perhaps not fo fpating as he ought to heve been. 
But, feeling the lafh (which was fometimes laid on with an un- 
relenting hand), he thought he was not bound to ftand on cere- 
mony; aud fo returned My, Fell’s refle€tions with an afperity 
which candour may condemn, but which Mr, Fell cannot with 
any fhew of inodetty complain of. 

‘There is, fays our Author, pofitive evidence, thet out of the 
eight fore-mentioned nations, which he [Mr. Feli] atirms acknow- 
ledged only the natural Gods, feven worfhipped buman fpirits. (74¢ 
cafe of the Maffagetes alone is doubtful.) Nay, fome of them bad no 
otber deities but thefe. He not only adopts Dr. Blackwell’s pecu- 
liar interpretation, without acknowledzing his obligation, but copies 
his miftzkes, which is a fure proof that he took every thing upon 
truft, and had himfelf no knowledge of his fulje&. When Mr, Fell 
deferts his guide, he is far from appearing to greater advantage; for 
then, inftead of mifreprelenting antient writers, we find him boldly 
alerting facts that are falfe, without preducing any teltimony to 
fupport them, as in the cafe of the Goths; or appealing to the tefli- 
mony of avthors who contradi&t their truth, as in the cafe of the 
Getes. Such is this gentleman’s manner of writtng! It does equal 
credit to his candour, his judgment, and his learning’ 

The fecond feétion purfues the inquiry, and is defigned to 
prove, that cther barbarous nations, befidcs thofe already men- 
tioned, paid divine honours to deceafed men. The barbarous 
nations of Africa, viz. the Aithiopians—the Aucilites—the 
Atlantians—and the Egyptians (who are particularly confidered 
ina fubfequent chapter) may be claffed in this fpecies of ido- 
laters. As may alfo thofe of antient Europe—diftinguithed by 
thenames of Scythians—-Celto-Scythians, Geta, Gallacians, 
Gallogrecians, Celtiberians, Teutones, Germans, and Gauls: 
and of Afia, viz. in Sarmatia Afiatica, near the Palus Mzotis— 
in Colchis—in Abydena—at Sinope in Paphlagonia—in Phry- 
gla, &c. &c. &c. and at the very extremity of the Eaft, in Ja- 
pan, there are clear traces of the fame fuperftition. 

The {cond chapter carries the inquiry ftili farther; and the 
authoritics it produces are defigned to prove, from the teftimo- 
nes of the Heathens, that they paid religious honours to dead 
men in the very nations polifhed by learning. Amongft the na- 
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tions which an{wer this defcription, the Author enumerates (in 
order to confirm and illuftrate his propofition) the Chaldeans, 
Babylonians, Syrians, Phcenicians, Egyptians, Greeks and Ro. 
mans. To thefe he adds fuch Arabians as bordered: on Judea 
and Eoypt. It is to the Gods of thefe nations (of fuch of them 
efpecially as bordered on Canaan) that the Scriptures refer when 
they {peak of the Heathen deities. Our Author therefore juftly 
infers, that the knowledge of the Gods of thefe nations muft be 
highly ufeful to the lovers of facred literature. In this feétion, 
the Author enters into a very ample difcuffion of the great fub. 
ject of this work, with a deliyn to prove, that in all the fore. 
mentioned nations, divine honours were paid to dead men 
and women. 

As the proofs for this fpecies of idolatry,’ adduced in the two 
preceding chapters, chiefly refpect particular nations, the Au. 
thor, in the 4d chapter, offers reafons of a more general nature 
to confirm his pofition—reafons, as he obferves, which almoft 
equally refpect the far greater part of the antient world. Thefe 
he clafles under two heads, viz. 1. Thofe which are drawn 
from the teffimenics of the ancients ; and 2. Thofe which are il- 
luftrated aud confirmed by certain uncontroverted fads. The 
teftimonies are drawn from the heathen poets—the philofophers 
—the hiftorians—and the Chriftian Fathers: the proofs from 
facts are founded on monuments and inftitutions which were de- 
figned to perpetuate the heroes who became the objects of Pagan 
worfhip; fuch as the Heathen fepulchres—temples—pyramids 
—caves, &c. &c. &c. flatues, images, facrifices, libations, 
miournings, games, myfteries, &c. &c. &c. 

To give the Reader a general view of the arguments em- 
ployed in this learned and ingenious work, we need only tran- 
icribe his own recapitulation of its leading principles and ultie 
mate detign,— 

‘That Gods, who had their original here below, were wor- 
fhipped in maf of the heathen nations, commonly ftyled bar- 
barous, and in all thofe polifhed by learning, has been proved 
by an induction of particulars upon the teftimony of the Pagans 
themfcives, who certainly deft knew what the objects of their 
worfhtp were. 

Betices the proofs of this ¢ point, which refpe& particular nations, 
others of a more genera] nature were produced, which equally refpect 
all the learned nations, and a!! others which had adopted their fyliem 
of theology. The proofs were drawn from two fources; from the 
difting teltimonies of the Heathen poets, philofophers, and hittorians, 
and of the Chriftian Fathers * ; and fromcertain fa&s, which cannot 
be coniroverted, and yet cannot be accounted for but upon the f{up- 
potition of the truth of thole retlimonies +. The teftimonies and the 
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£45 mutually illuftrate and confirm each other; and both, efpecially 
when teken together, fully demonfirate the general prevaience of the 
worfhip of human fpirits in the ancient heathen world: which is the 
point I undertook to eftablith, 

‘ But the arguments, which have carried us fo far, go farther, and 

rove, not Only that human fpirits were generally worihipped amongit 
the Heathens, but that fuch fpirits alone, or with few exceptions, 
were, in the nations with which we are belt acquainted, the direct 
and immediate objeéts of the eilablifhed worthip ; which conifted in 
having ftatues, temples, altars, priefts, facrifices, feitivals, games, 
and numerous ceremonies, dedicated to them by public decrees. In 
the nations here alluded to, idolatry was digefted into ax artificial 
few; which might indeed be built upon the fuppoiition of there 
being two forts of Gods, the natural and the human. Neverthelefs, 
the latter, being thought to Le intrufted with the government of the 
world, and more efpecially of human affairs, became the grand ob- 
jects of men’s hopes, and fears, and dependence, and engrofied, as it 
were, the public devotion. If fome of thefe Hero-Gods were conii- 
cered, by thofe inftruéted in the fecret doétrine, as fymbols of the 
natural, yet the civil theology prefented the former to the people as 
being themfelves true and real divinities, not as fymbols and re- 
prefentatives of any other. Accordingly the Heathens, the early 
Chrilians, and to thefe we may add the ancient Jews®, and the fa- 
cred writers themfclves ¢, agree in reprefenting a// the Gods of Pa- 
panifm as deceafed mortals. This is certainly true, in general, with 
refpect to the objects of national worfhip. Some, who would not 
undertake to affirm there were no exceptions, confeffed that it was 
dificult to find any ; and others thought that there were none. It 
muit be obferved, farther, that the argument from the facts before 
mentioned, particularly from the reprefentation of the Gods by 
images, and the places and rites of their worhhip, extends as far ae 
the fore-cited teitimonies, and equally with chem ferve to flew that all 
the Heathen Gods had once been men; whichis a full vindication of 
the opinion [ had exprefled of them in the fame terms. Neverthelefs, 
a late writer [M:. Fell] declares, no opinion can be more erroneous 
than this, and even that all the world 4zezv the Heathen Gods had 
never been men. 

‘ The Gentiles diftinguifhed the Gods whom the Jaws commanded 
them to worfhip into two claffes: the Gods of the higher, and the 
lower, order t. ‘The latter were by ail known and acknowledged to 
be fuch as were natives of the earth, but believed to be advanced to 
heaven. As tothe former, the prieits difcouraged all inquiry into 


in 





* In their. Greek verfion of Pf. xev. 5. we read, Ilavreg ot Secs raw eDvav daimovice 
ALL the G the Heathen are demons, that is, men who after their deaths were fup- 
pad bécOMME demons or deities. Demons here cannot denote apoftate angels; be- 
Caufe, in this fenfe of the word, the affertion is palpably falfe. 

t The Scripture reprefents the Heathen Gods as dead men, and confequently as no- 
thing more than fuch, becaufe it does not allow their seal deification after their deaths. 
Differt. on Mir. P. 197-6 

T Dii majorum, et mincrum, gentium. The word gentium is ufed here as it is in 
the following patiage of Cicero; Clcanthes, gui guafi majorum éf} gentium Stoicus, Aca 
dem, Il, qt. It has always been argued from in the preceding fheets in its true fenle ; 
though, in p, 209, it isy through mere inadvertence, rendered nations, 
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their ortein; and fumetimes prerended that they were beings of a 
furcrioy species, a cleltial rece, who had only condeicended to vifit 
th.o low r world. in the form of mer and women, for 2time. Never. 
thelets, perfons of urderfianding jaw through the delufion, and 
proved, from the j.itery of their birth and burial (what the Pricits 
themfe'ves dic! fed, to thofe initiated inrn the greater myfteries, un. 
Ger the feal of fecrecy), that even thee Gods of the firf clafs were of 
hum © defeent. {The Heathens not only declare, ia general! terms, 
that al! their Gods had no higher original, but affirm that this was 
the cafe in particular with re‘peét to their greateft Gods, and the ob- 
jects of their molt augult ceremonies, 

‘ In examiring the eviderce of she human origin of the national 
Gods, | confidered the obiect ons that have been rai‘ed avaintt it by 
feveral writers as they came in the way, and paracuiarly shofe urged 
by Dr. Blackwell and Mr. Bryant. The former was a learned and 
ingenious, but not always a correét, writer. And his Letters on 
Mythology are rather a itudied apology for Paganiim, than an impar- 
tial repefentation cf it. He was of opinion, that the Gods of the 
greater nations (in which be mutt include the /earned ones) were the 
deihed parts and powers of the univerfe. [| have therefore largely 
fhewn, that the Gods of thefe nations were deified mortals, His ob- 
jeClions are reta led by a late writer * as his own, and have been dif- 
tinétly examived. With regard to Mr. Bryant, it ts impoffible to 


forbear dong juftice to his abilities, his learning, his candour, and. 


his zeal so fup; ort Chriitianity. His knowledge of antiquity ren- 
dered him fully feasible of what he freely acknowledges, viz. that, 
in the opivion co! the Heathens themfelves, their Gods were deified 
nortals. but this conceflion, and other conceflions, together with 
his relying more on etyniological deduciions than on the concurring 
teilimonics Of a!l aces, teem to me infuperable difiiculties upon his 
fide of the quettion, On whole ide the weight of evidence prepon- 
derates, is a matter that mult be Jet to the judgment of the reader.’ 
Throughout this work the Author difcovers an indefatigable 
attenticn to what the ancients have advanced on the various 
fubjects treated in it. He hath feieéted his authorities with 
great judyment, and arranged them with perfpicuity, order, and 
precifion. Althoug) the inquiries here fet on foot will, in ge- 
nerel, be relithed only by the learned, yet there are points here 
and there difeufied by this ingenious writer which will afford 
entertainu.cnt to readers of lefs erudition; but the limits of our 
Review will not permit us to give any thing more than the above 
fhort abridgment of the leading contents of this truly refpeétable 


and learned work, 
* Mr, Fell, B.. ° : '? 


Aniell. Yée American Wanderer through various Parts of Europe. 
In a Series of Letiers io a Lady, invertperfed with a Variety of it 
tercltine \necdotes. By a Virginian. Svo. 63, Boards. Rob- 
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and more fortuitous touches; but when he runs into mle 
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nu! e delcription, or {pins out the page in reflections, whether 
fentimental or humorous, or of that mixed kind of equivocal 
wit, that can be clafled under no fpecies, and is fubject to no 
covernment, he grows tirefome and difgutting. 

Efi modus in reb US, 

But this wanderer (as he ca!ls himfelf—and perhaps truly) 
makes us fick of * coral lips, ivory tecth, large black eyes ra- 
diant with vivacity, full eyebrows which give relief to the {nowy 
forehead, lips fwelling, bub, and pulpy ; cheeks fluthed with 
the downy red of foutbern fan- beams ;’ and fo forth, down- 
wards to ‘tne bofom,’ by which he ‘ /wears.? We are fick of 
‘ the tears of fentiment fuffufing the eye,’ of * palpitations,’ and 
‘vibrations,’ and ail the paralytic affections of foolifh fondnels. 
We are fick of /es petites morales, petites attentions, petites riens, 
and even of da petite Celiette, and /a belle Henriette. Some pret- 
tynv{jes of thought, fome fhrewd reflections, fome animated de- 
fcriptions are feattered through thefe letters, with a carelefs 
hand, that appears to be feldom under the direétion of the head ; 
but we fee fo much affeétation in language, fo much abfurdity 
and frivolity of fentiment, fo little of genuine wit, of found 
judgment, of elegant obfervation, of delicate tafic, or of any 
thing that can make a work either interefting or in{tructive, that 
we cannot pay the Author the compliment he may think himfelf 
entitled to; nor fhould we difcharge the duty we owe to the 
Public, if we did not bear our honeft teftimony apainft the ob- 
fcenity and prophanenefs which are but ill mafqued by all the 
benevolence and ail the fentiment which are fo affectedly dif- 
played in this volume. 

The foiluwing is a very curious fpecimen of the writer’s ta- 
lent at paying a French compliment. ¢£ Surely I ought to be 
happy; yet why is it chat | do often point to the northern hee 
mifvhere? that | fo frequently feel the big tear ftar ing from my 
aching eye? the involuntary figh heaving from my agoniaing 
heart? Go to your mirror and ~ anfwer this probiem. -- You fee 
the air of France begins to have its ufual effe&. I begin to be 
a poiite penthoman, for I do not quit you til I place you with 
the moit charming company for a fine woman, ser own image.’ 
Suppofe fhe was to exchange one /fhadow for another, and place 
our Author by her fide. Doth he not think the company would 
be ftill more charming ? 

To give this Wruer fair play, and th ¢ Reader a clear idea of 
his abilities, and of the cat and charafer of the prefeat publi- 
Cation, we will produce the 12th letter entire, 


‘Paris. 
‘ If the flreets are incommodious for the walker, the nob’e and 
pleafan: ard ras, ta which he m ay at ali crimes have recourfe, make 
him ampie amends. Sauntering in p puoli ¢ Wwalas and gard “3 is an 
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innocent and falutary amufement, of which the French are much eng. 
moured. ‘The gardens of London, I think, are not comparable to 
thofe of Paris, either for the elegant defign of the gardens themfelves, 
or the brillian: drefs of thofe who frequentthem. The Tuileries, 
Palais Royal, Luxembourgh, Elyfian Fields, and Bois de Boulogne, 
as efforts of art, are undoubtedly fuperior to Si. James’s, the Green 
Park, and Kenfington—although, for myfelf, 1 think Kenfington and 
St. James’s Park more prodigal of natural beauty than any of the Pa. 
rifian gardens—Undoubtedly the fudden burft of the Tuileries, from 
the grand entrance of the Louvre, flrikes the fpectator with an ideg 
of the grand and beautiful, blended with the picturefque and roman. 
tic, which enchants the foul, and hurries him in imaginazion to thofe 
gardens of Elyfium fo fweetly fung by ancteot bards, a faint fem. 
blance of which he fees terminating the view of the Tuileries, and, 
like them, called Champs Elifes. Yet, methinks, the hand of art is 
not enough concealed ; the eye of tafte is foon fated, and wifhes to 
range over the lefs gorgeous, but more natural, more ‘weet, more 
lovely Mall of St. James’s! Your fair country-women too, more art- 
lefs, lefs gaudy, more innocent, more natural, harmonize with the 
fimply elegant ftyle of beauty predominant in St. James’s Park; exe 
alting the foul of the enamoured gazer from thofe lovely types of di- 
vine power to the Supreme Architect himfelf: thus, a walk in Se, 
James’s Park, to a man of aright turn of thinking, is not only be- 
nign and falutary ; it is alfo a religious and truly orthodox exercife— 
wherefore I generally prefer this /ué dio worfhip to going to church, 
A fine woman, I have ever been of opinion, exhibits a moft per- 
fuafive 2 pofferiori argument in favour of a firit caufe. I own indeed 
one painful idea occurs to me upon the occafion: I fee in St, James's 
Park many fhining female conttellations gliding in a fphere fo far 
above me, that it pains mine eyes to look up to them—efpecially 
when I look up to them with little hope of their coming within my 
{phere of attraétion ; fo little hope, indeed, that I am fain to gaze 
upon them as fo many Virgin Marys—Now this is an idea that never 
ftrikes you in your ramble through the Tuileries ; a French woman’s 
air and manner is by no means calculated to preclude hope—how- 
ever a French lady may be determined to difpute every inch of 
ground, to make a delle defenfe, yet is the imagination of her admirer 
always tickled with the extatic profpeét of being fcon ufhered.to the 
Janfium fan&orum of the Cyprian temple! I do not infinvate, that 
chaftity is a flower peculiar to Britith foil—Genius may hereafter 
arife in Holland, humility in Scotland, modefty in Ireland, and pure 
patriotifm in England—and I do believe that chaftity, though a 
northern plant, will fometimes live in a fouthern hot-bed—yet cer- 
tain it is, aFrench woman totally degagée and delice in her air, is alfo 
in her manners more philofophical, lefs confined, lefs itrait-laced 
than the ladies of your humid hemifphere. 

* The Palais Royal is a pretty garden; the grand alley or mall in 
the {pring and fummer feafon is enchanting. The tops of the noble 
trees on each fide mutually incline, entwine their amorous branches, 
and embrace east ther with expreflive tendernefs, exhibiting a na- 
tural and very nitra ‘tive leffon to the brilliant animals of either fex 
that fit, or lof! in chairs, or play around the margin of the theet of 
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water, or walk in the fhady alley below; flaunting in all the ele- 
ance of fafhion, dazzling each other by the brilliancy of their wit, 
and the ftill more brilliant hue of their drefs; difplaying the moft 
utradive aflemblage of the beauties of art and nature that ever 
feaited the eye of a contemplative traveller. Paris furely is the na- 
tive region of wit, politenefs, enjou:ment, vivacity, and total exemp- 
tion from ferious thought and corroding care—gayy engaging, happy 
people, you fay to yourfelf every flep you take in the Tuileries— 
vpon my honour they appeared to me a fociety of itfelf, who had en- 
tered into a compaét to forget or laugh at every care, every ill, every 
anxiety of life'—the whole group feemed animated by this one fingle 
‘jea—never could { trace a gloomy thought in the face of a full- 
drifid French man or woman parading the mazes of the Tuileries !— 
the lady is eternally bowing, fidgeting, {miling, languifhing, or 
fhrogeing her fhoulders : the petit-maitre flattering, chattering, laugh- 
ing, cringing, hopping, skipping, making entre-chats, and buffetting 
the ambient air with his red heels! This air is certainly contagious. 
Falftaf fays, that he *‘ is not only witty himfelf, bat the caufe of 
wit in others:”? fo may a Parifian petit-maitre boaft, that he is not 
only acoxcomb himfelf, but he infpires ftrangers with his native 
puppyifm. Would you think it? I too have my red heels! and, 
fince | have arrived at Paris, I find I have taken wonderful pains to 
sender myfelf completely ridiculous, if ever I return to London. 

With refpeét to my Parifian metamorphofe in general, it proceeds 
from theer vanity, which you will fuppofe not a little gratified when 
ever [hear, as | flit along the Mall, in anfwer to an audible whifper, 
Voila un homme de condition n'eft il pas ?-—C'eft monfieur un tel, veyageur 
Anglois—Mon Dieu! Fe laurait eri: veritable Cavalier Franzois! il fe 
forme rapidement ! il attrape la manitre de n:us autres ! apparamment ila 
dejprit! take fhame to myfelf, and acknowledge this may be my 
general motive; but my order to mv thoe-maker for a crimfon heel 
was rather a political than a vain manceuvre. The argumentum ad 
hominem, in plain Englifh, the driving the nail that will go, is a {pe- 
cies of reafoning to which I frequently have recourfe; now ycu mutt 
know, that a crimfon heel is a pafé-par-tout into many places here 
worthy of being explored by a curious traveller, It amazingly 
{moothes and facilitates an introduétion to the fofter fex. I love to 
“i as a gin of fathion, calculated to the meridian of the fpot 
weeré } t&iide—not that I affect drefs myfelf—far from it—l put it 
on or off as a medium or engine Of approach to the confines of fub- 
lunary blif’—I will therefore, governed by this principle, without a 
bluth, buckle on my crimfon-heel’d pump, fland upon one leg or both, 
walk or hop, according to the reigning mode of the court at which I 
happen to figure. Nay, I would go naked were I to meet with fine 
women philofophical enough to delight in the contemplation of the 
wonderful works of nature ! 

* The doulevards, or ramparts around Paris, is a very fathionable 
refort, They exhibit a beautiful profpect, and may be very well in 
the {pring and fall, but in the fummer and winter months they would 
feem to be rather incommodious. However, in this, as in every 
thing elfe, at Paris, fathion predominates over every other confidera- 
Hon, She gives laws from which there lies no appeal. In obedi- 
ence 
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ence to her mandate, thoufands in chariots, on horfeback, and on 
foot, run with eagernefs from the fweetelt gardensin France, in their 
own neighbourhood too, to joftie, crowd, and duft each other upon 
the doulevard! fome kick up the dutt and mad, which others fof 
wp, with exquifice delight and faiisfaction—all return charmed, jn. 
chanted, fatigued, and dirty! 

« The garden of Luxembourgh, fo called from the palace of that 
name, which looks upon it, though lefs faunting. Iefs gaudy, lefs 

orgeous in her appearance than the Tuileries, fruiles in the modeft 

arb of nature with a wild loxuriance, highly pleafing to a penfive 
mind. The Tuileries, the Palais Royal, the Luxembourgh are filled 
with a flyle of company peculiar co each, The Luxembourgh is the 
refort of the church, the robe, the faculty, politicians, and the 
learned in genera!— [Here friars lounge ; here {tudents ruminate; here 
ill-fated lovers haunt: ‘hese too, leaving my gey travelling compa 
nion, enveloped by the brilliant circle of belles and beaux, at the 
Palais Royal, ] delight to retire—there is a certain melancholy fi. 
lence, a monaftic gloom, which reigns over the Luxen.bourgh gar. 
dens that harmonizes with my prefent feelings-—here too | can indulge 
that air difrait, very unfafhionable in a Frenchman, but extremely 
natural to any man of tafte and fentiment who knows and is abfent 
from you. , 

« I fancy you are heartily tired with the long walk I have led you 
in the gardens of Paris. As they flrike me to be one of the firft 
agrimens of the capital, I have detained you the longer in them—not 
that they, with all their natural and acquired charms, can fill my 
foul Ab/ent from you, the celebrated hanging gardens of Semiramis 
would, to me, be a wildernefs— with you the mott craggy rock, in the 
moft barren ifland of Scotland, would feem a revived Eden! Scotland 
would be fairy-land, the rock an inchanted palace, and the cataract 
dathing from the rock would, to my g!o.ing imagination, feem the 
chiming of the fpheres! The Highla'd hind’s cottage would be a 
nuptial bower; and—the nuptial bower would be — oh heaven!— 
here defcription fails! here too let me paufe—leit the mere idea of 
my immortal blifs excite the envy of cemi-gods!’ 

To fo triumphant a flourifh, we can only add the Author's 


own conclufion— 
ApiEu ! B.. ch, 


Art. Ill. Continuation of the Account of Dr. Blair’s Le@ures. See 
Rev. for June. 


E confider it as no {mall recommendation of thefe inge- 

nious Leétures, that the critical precepts which they 
contain, are every where accompanied with practical illuftra- 
tions. As the Author’s object is inftru@ion, he has not amufed 
himfelf with a vain difplay of ufelef: erudition, or metaphyfical 
refinement; but has invefti:ated praétical rules, and fusnithed 
the critical ftudent with examples of their application, Thele 
examples we think one of the moft ufeful parts of the per 


formance, and fhall, accordingly, prefent our Readers _ 
tne 









































Blair’s Leéures. 187 


the following fpecimen of them, from the critical analyfis of the 


iis 


fAyle of tome of Mr. Addifon’s Speétators. 

‘The papers which the Doétor examines are No. 411, 412, 
413, 4:4. Ge introduces his examination in the following 
manner 

‘| have infifled fully on the fubje& of Language and S:yle, both 
hecaufe it is, ia itfelt, of great importance, and becaufe ic 1s more 
cipable of being afcer:ained by precife rule, than feveral other parts 
orcompefition. <A criticai analytis of the Style of fome good author 
willtend furcher to ifluflrate che fubj-cis as ix will fuggeit obferva- 
ticas which [have no: had eccafivna to make, and will ihew, ia the 
molt practical light, the ufe of thoie which I have made. 

‘My. Addifun is the Author whom | have chofen for this purpofe. 
The Speciator, of which his papers are the chief ornament, is a book 
which isin the bands of every one, anc which cannot be praited too 
higuly. ‘The good ferfe, and good writing, the ufeful morality, and 
the admirable vein of humour which abcund in it, render it one of 
thofe fanderd books which have done the greateft honour to the 
Englith nation. I have formerly given the general character of Mr. 
Addiion’s Style and manner, as natural and unaffeed, ealy and po- 
lite, and full of thofe praces which. a flowery imagination diffufes 
overwriting. At the fame time, though one of the moft beautiful 
writers in the Language, he is not the moft correct; a circumftaace 
which renders his compofition the more proper to be the fubject of 
our prefent criticifm. he free and Mowing manner of this amiable 
writer fometimes led him into inaccuracies, which the more ftudied 
circum{pection and care of far inferior writers have taught them to 
aveid, Remarking his beauties, therefore, which I fhall have fre- 
quent occafion to do as I proceed, I mutt alfo point out his negli- 
gences and defeéts. Without a frce, impartial difeuffion of both the 
tuults and beauties which occur in his compcfition, it is evident, this 
piece of criticifm would be of no fervice: and from the freedom which 
Tufe in criticifire Mr. Addifon’s Style, none can imagine, that I 
mean to depreciate his writings, afier having repeatedly declared the 
high opinion which I enteriain of chem. Tue beauties of this author 
are fo many, and the general character of his Sty!e is fo elegant and 
elimable, that the minu‘e imperfections I fhall have occafien to 
point out, are but like thofe {pots in the fun, wiich may be difco- 
vered by the affilance of art, but which have no effe& in obfcuring 
usluitre, It is, indeed, my judyment, that what Quin@ilian ap- 
plies to Cicero, “* Iile fe proteciffe {ciat, cui Cicero valde placebit,”’ 
may, with juitice, be applied to Mr. Addifon; that te be highly 
pleafed with his manser of writing, is the criterion of one’s having 
acquired a goou talte in Engl:th style. The paper on which we are 
now to enter, 1s No. 111. the firft of his celebrated Fffays on the 
Pleafures of the Imagination, ia the Sixth Volume of the Speétator. 





It begins thus; 


* Our fight is the moft perfe8, and moff delightful of all cur fenfes. 
bis is an excellenc introductory fentence. It ts clear, precife, 
ana fimpie. he author jays Gown, in a tew plain words, the pro- 
Politica which he is going to illuitrate throughout the ret of the pa- 
raga; De 
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graph. In this manner we fhould always fet out. A firkt fentencg 
fhould feldom be a long, and never an intricate One. 

‘ He might have faid, Our fight is the moft perfect, and the mof dy. 
lightful.—But he has judged better, in omitting to repest the article 
the. For the repetition of it is proper, chiefly when we intend to 
point out the objects of which we fpeak, as diftinguifhed from, or 
contrafled with, each other; and when we want that the reader’s at. 
tention fhould reit on that diftin¢étion. For inftance; had Mr. Addj. 
fon intended to fay, That our fight is at once the molt delightful, and 
the moft w/ful, of all our fenfes, the article might then have been 
repeated with propriety, as a clear and flrong dittin¢tion would have 
been conveyed. But as between perfec? and aelightful, there is lefs 
contrat, there was no occafion for fuch repetition. It would have 
had no other eficét, but to add a word unneceilarily to the fentence, 
He proceeds: 

‘It fills the mind with the largeft variety of ideas, converfes with its 
obje@s at the greateft difiance, and continues the longefi in action, without 
being tired or fatiated with its proper enjoyments. 

* This fentence deferves attention, as remarkably harmonious, and 
well conitructed. It pofiefies, indeed, almoft all the properties of a 
perfect fentence. It is entirely perfpicuous. It is loaded with no 
fuperfluous or unnecefiary words, For, tired or fatiated, towards the 
end of the fentence, are not ufed for fynonimous terms. ‘They con- 
vey diftin& ideas, and refer to different members of the period; that 
this fenfe continues the longeft in aGion without being tired, that is, 
without being fatigued with its ation; and alfo without being /atiated 
with its proper enjoyments, That quality of a good fentence which I 
termed its unity, is here perfectly preferved. It is our fight of which 
he fpeaks. This is the objeét carried through the fentence, and pre- 
fented to us, in every member of it, by thofe verbs, fills, converfis, 
continues, to each of which it is clearly the nominative. Thole ca- 
pital werds are difpofed of in the moit proper places; and that uni- 
formity is maintained in the conftruction of the fentence, which fuits 
the unity of the object. 

* Oblerve too, the mufic of the period ; confifting of three members, 
each of which, agreeably to a rule | formerly mentioned, grows, and 
rifes above the other in found, till the fentence is conducted, at latt, to 
one of the mo‘ melodious clofes which our Language admits; with 
out being tired or fatiated with its proper enjoyments. Enjoyments, is 4 
word ot jength and dignity, exceedingly proper for a clofe which is 
defigned to be a mufical one. ‘The harmony is the more happy, that 
this difpofition of the members of the period which fuits the found fo 
well, is no lefs jut and proper with refpeét to the fenfe. It follows 
the order of nature. Firit, we have the variety of objects mentioned, 
which fight furnifhes to the mind; next, we have the action of fight 
on thofe objects; and laitly, we have the time and continuance of its 
action. No order could be more natural or happy. 

‘ This fentence has flill another beauty. It is figurative, without 
being too much fo for the fubject. A metaphor runs through tt 
The fenfe of fight is, in fome degree, perfonified, We are told of 
its converfing with its objects; and of its not being tired or fatiated 
with its enzeyments; all which expreflions are plain allufions = 
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,gions and feelings of men. This is that flight fort of Perfonifica- 
ion, which, without any appearance of boldnefs, and without ele- 
yating the fancy much above its Ordinary ftate, renders difcourfs 
‘jurefque, and leads us to conceive the author's meaning more dif- 
tinctly, by clothing abftraé ideas, in fome degree, with fenfible 
colours. Mr. Addifon abounds with this beauty of Style beyond 
moit authors ; and the fentence which we have been confidering, is 
very expreflive of his manner of writing. ‘There is no blemifh in it 
whatever, unlefs that a ftrict Critic might perhaps object, that the 
epithet /arge, which he applies to variety,—the largef variety of ideas, 
is an epithet more commonly applied to extent than to number. Ic 
is plain, that he here employed it to avoid the repetition of the word 
ovat, which occurs immediately afterwards. 
” « The fenfe of feeling can, indeed, give us a notion of extenfion, fhape, 
and all other ideas that enter at the eye, except colours; but, at the fame 
time, it is very much ftraitened and confined in its operations, to the nume 
her, bulk, and diftance of its particular objeGs. 

‘ This fentence is by no means fo happy as the former. It is, in 
deed, neither clear nor elegant. Extenfion and /bape can, with no 
propriety, be called édeas; they are properties of matter. Neither is 
it accurate, even according to Mr. Locke’s philofophy (with which 
our Author feems here to have puzzled himfelf), to fpeak of any 
fenfe giving us a notion of ideas; our fenfes give us the ideas theme 
felves. ‘Tne meaning would have been much more clear, if the Au- 
thor had expreffed himfelf thus: ‘* The fenfe of feeling can, indeed, 
 pive us che idea of extenfion, figure, and all the other properties 
“ of matter which are perceived by the eye, except colours.” 

‘ The latrer part of the fentence is ftill more embarraffed. For 
what meaning can we make of the fenfe of feeling being confined, in 
its operations, to the number, bulk, aud diftance, of its particular obje&s? 
Surely, every fenfe is confined, as much as the fenfe of feeling, to 
the number, bulk, and difiance of its own objects, Sight and feeling 
are, in this refpect, perfectly on a level; neither of them can extend 
beyond their own objects. The turn of expreflion is fo inaccurate 
here, that one woud be apt to fufpect two words to have been omitted 
in the printing, which were origina'ly in Mr. Addifon’s manufcript ; 
becaufe the infertion of them would render the fenfe much more in- 
telligible and clear. Thefe two words are, wth regard :—it is very 
mush jiraitencd, and confined, in its operations, with regard to the num- 
ber, bulk, and distance of its particular objects. The meaning then 
would be, that feeling is more limited than fight in this re/pe@ ; that 
it is confined to a narrower circle, to a fmaller number of objeéts. 

* The epithet particular, applied to objed#s, in the conclufion of the 
fentence, is redundant, and conveys no meaning whatever. Mr. 
iddifon feems to have uled it in place of peculiar, as indeed he does 
ofien in other paflages of his writings. But particular and peculiar, 
though they are too often confounded, are words of different import 
from each other. Particular flands oppofed to general, peculiar ftands 
oppofed to what is poiicfled in common with others. Particular expreiles 
what in the logical Style is called Species ; peculiar, what is called 
eiferentia.— Its peculiar objeéts would have fignified in this place, the 
Oovjects of the fenfe of feeling, as diflinguifhed from the objects of any 
cther feafe; and would have had more meaning than its particular 
objedis, 
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e/je&s, Though, in truth, neither the one ror the other epithet was 
requifite. It was fuficient to have fa fimply, its obje&s, 

© Our fioht feems defigned to Jupp y art thefe defec?s ane may be confin 
deredas amore delicate or? ai fufive hina of rouck. bul Spre nas itfelf 
ever an infinite multitua of bidis, comprehends the l gift figures, and 
brings into evr reach fome of the mofi remcte parts of the unrverfe, 

‘tere again the auther’s Sys eurns epow us in all ats beauty, 
This is a fentence difiinct, graceful, weil arrarged, and highly mei. 
cal. In the latter part of at, tt ts conitructe with three members, 
which are formed much in the fause manner with thofe of the fecond 
fentence, on which I beflowed fo much pratfe. ‘Phe conftruSion is 
fo fimilar, that if it had followed immeaiaiely after tt. we fhould 
have been fertible of a faulty mono:ceny. But che toterpofition of 
ano.her fentence between them, prevents thi effe@. 

‘dt is this fenle ubich furnifbes the imegriation ww.tb its idvass fa 
that by the pleafures of the dinagination or funy (which k fall ufe pro- 
mifeuoufly ), I here mean fuch as arise from Viftht Lje8:, either when 
awe have them a@ua:y in our view; or wher we call vp their ideas inte 
our minds by paintings, flatues descriptions or an the like occaficn, 

‘In place of, Jt és this fenfe wich furnifoes-—the autho: might’ 
have faid more shortly, Tbés fenje furnifoes. But che mode of expref- 
fion which he has ufed, is here more pro er. ‘! bis fort of full and 
ample aflertion, it és this which, is fit to be uled when a propofition 
of importance is laid down, to which we feek to call the reader's ate 
tention, It is like pointing with the hand at the object of whic we 
fpeak, The parenthefis in the midd'e of the fentence, ahich J all 
ufe promifcuoufly, 1s not clear. He ought to have faid, terms weich I 
frall use promifcuoufly ; as the verb w/e relates not to the pleafures of 
the imapination, but to the terms of fancy and imagin«tion, which 
he was to employ as fynonymous. Any the like occafion—to call a 
painting or a flatue an occaffon is not a happy expreffion, nor is it very 
proper to {peak of calling up ideas by ceeafions. The common phrafe, 
any fuch means, would have been more natural. 

We cannot indeed have a fingle image in the fancy, that did nat 
make its firft entrance through the fight , but we have the power of re 
taining, altering, and compounding thofe images which we have once ree 
ceived, into all the varieties of piure and vifien that are moft agreeable 
to the imagination; for, by this faculty, a man in a dungeon is capable 
of entertaining bimfelf with fcenes and land/capes more beautiful than any 
that can be found in the whole compafs of nature. 

* It may be of ufe to remark, that in one member of this fentence 
there is an inaccuracy in fyntax. It is very proper to fay, altering 
and compounding thofe images which we have once received, into all the 
varieties of pidure and vifion. Bat we can with no propriety fay, re- 
taining them into all the varieties; and yet, according to the manner 
in which the words are ranged, this conftruétion is unavoidable. For 
retaining, altering, and compounding, are participles, each of which 
equally refers to, and governs the {ubfequent noun, sho/e images ; and 
that noun again is neceflarily connected with the following prepofi- 
tion, into. This inftance fhews the importance of carefully atrending 
to the rules of Grammar and Syntax; when fo pure a writer as 


Mr, Addifon could, through inadvertence, be guilty of fuch an error. 
The 
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re confirvétion might eafily Lave been rectified, by disjotning the 
sgrcipie retaining from the other two participles tm this way: ** We 
« have the power of ré taining thofe is.ayes which we have once re- 
é coved; a” dot alten Z and cr Mpouncire them into a'] the varie- 
2 ; aoe . bys w opin. - - € le ha h 
“Te of races 7 e' OU VillOlg Oe wc} per aps thus: We ave tne 
«powcr of retaining, altering. and compounding thofe images which 
have once received; and of forming them into all the varieties 


" we 


«of picture anc vii n.”== the latter pare of the fensence 1s clear and 
elegant. 

The above fp:cimen, we apprehend, is abundantly fufficient 
tojuitry the chara€lter we have given cf this part of our Au- 
hors Lectures. Such an apalyfh-, indeed, muft be particularly 
viefe) at a time, ween corcAtmess and precifion of ftyle are in- 
fifpenfably neceti2y in every author who Jays claim to public 
stention. ‘Loe importance of the fubjeét may perhaps be 
greatly o er-rated, and the general attention which Is paid to it, 
nay oc an inftance of that minute and frivolous tafte by which 
the prefent age has been charaéterized ; but it muft be confefled, 
that whilg.we attend to ftyle, we improve thought; and while 
we aboutho communicate our ideas with precifion to others, we 
become more accurate thinkers ourfelves. 

It may be proper to lay before our Readers what the Author 
fays on this fubje€& in the beginning of his Lecture on No. 412. 
of the Spedtator 

‘ The obfervations which have occurred in reviewing that paper 
of Mr. Addifon’s, which was the fubjeét of the Jaft Lecture, fuffi« 
ciently fhew, that, in the writings of an author of the moft happy 
genius, and diitinguifhed talents, innaccuracies may fometimes be 
found. Though fuch inaccuracies may be overbalanced by fo many 
beauties, as render Style highly pleafing and agreeable upon the 
whole, vet it muft be detirable to every writer to avoid, as far as he 
can, inaccuracy of any kind. As the fubject therefore ts of import 
ance, I have thought it might be ufeful to carry on this criticifm 
throughout two or three fubjequent Papers of the Spectator, At the 
fame time [ muit intimate, that the Letiures cn thefe Papers are folely 
intended for fuch as are applying themfelves to the itady of Englifh 
Style. I pretend not to give inftruétion to thofe who ace already well 
acquainted with the powers of language. ‘i'o them my remarks may 
prove unedifying ; to fome they may ieem tedious and minute: bac 
to fuch as have not yet made all the proficiency which they defire in 
elepance of Style, flrict attention to the compofition and ftrudture of 
lentences cannot fail to prove of confiderable benefit: and though my 
marks on Mr. Addifon fhou!ld, in any inflance, be thought ill- 
founded, they will, at leaft, ferve the purpofe of leading them into 
the train of making proper remarks for themfelves *, 





The 
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* «If there te readers who think any farther apology requifite 
or my adventuring to criticife the fentences of fo eminent an author 
a Mr, Addifon, I mult take notice, that I was naturally led to it by 
the 
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The firft volume of our Author’s Leétures concludes with g 
critical examination of the ftyle in a paflage of Dean Swift's 
writings, viz. the beginning of his treatife, entitled, Propofat 

or correling, improving, and afcertaining the Englifh Tongue, in 
a letter addrefled to the Earl of Oxford, then Lord High Trea. 
furer. 

Dr. Jobnfon and our Author coincide in their opinion of the 
Dean’s ftyle, which is of the plain and fimple kind ; free from 
all affeétation, and all fuperfluity ; perfpicuous, manly, and 
pure. Thefe are its advantages, fays Dr. Blair, but we are not 
to Jook for much ornament or grace in it. On the contrary, 
Dean Swift feems to have flighted and defpifed the ornaments of 
language, rather than to have ftudied them, His arrangement is 
often loofe and negligent. In elegant, mufical, and figurative 
language, he is much inferior to Mr. Addifon. His manner of 
writing Carries in it the character of one who refts altogether 
upon his fenfe, and aims at no more than giving his meaning in 
a clear and concife manner, 


[To be concluded in our next.] 3 
: e 





Art. 1V. Mar/den’s Hiftory of Sumatra. Concluded. 


R. Marfden’s charagter of the native Sumatrans appears 
to us accurately delincated, as it takes equal notice of 
their good and bad qualities : 

* The original Sumatran, though he partakes in fome degree of 
the Malay vices, and partly from the contagion of example, poflefies 
many exclufive virtues; but they are more properly of the negative 
than the pofitive kind. He is mild, peaceable, and forbearing, un- 
lefs his.anger be roufed by violent provocation, when he is impla- 
cable in his refentments. He is temperate and fober, being equally 
abitemious in meat and drink. ‘The diet of the-natives is moftly ve- 
getable; water is their only beverage; and though they will killa 
fowl or a goat for a ftranger, whom perhaps they never faw before, 
nor ever expect to fee again, they are rarely guilty of that extrava- 
gance for themfelves; nor even at their feftivals (dimbang) where 
there is a plenty of meat, do they eat much of any thing but rice, 


——_ 





the circumitances of that part of tte kingdom where thefe Le<tures 
were read ; where the ordinary fpoken language often differs much 
from what is ufed by good Englifh authors. Hence it occurred to 
me, as a proper methed of correéting any peculiarities of dialect, to 
direct itudents of eloquence, to analize and examine, with particular 
attention, the ftruéture of Mr. Addifon’s fentences. ‘Thofe Papers 
of the Specta:or, which are the fubjeét of the following Ledtures, were 
accordingly given out in exercife to ftudents, to be thus examined 
aod analized ; and feveral of the obfervations which follow, both on 
the beauties and blemithes of this author, were fuggefted by the ob- 


fervations given to me in confequence of the exercile eee” ; 
cit 
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Their hofpitality is extreme, and bounded by their ability alone. 
Their manners are fimple; they are generally, except among the 
chiefs, devoid of the Malay cunning and chicane; yet endued with a 
sicknefs of apprehenfion, and on many occafions difcovering a con- 
jderable degree of penetration and fagacity. In refpect to women, 
they are remarkably continent, without any fhare of infenfibility. 
They are modeft; particularly guarded in their expreflions ; courteous 
‘a their behaviours grave in their deportment, being feldom or never 
excited to laughter; and patient to a great degree. On the other 
hand, they are litigious; indolent; addicted to gaming; difhoneft in 
their dealings with itrangers, which they eftcem no moral defect ; 
fulpicious ; regardlef{s of truth; mean in their tranfaétions ; fervile ; 
though cleanly in their perfons, dirty in their apparel, which they 
never wath. They are carelefs and improvident of the future, be- 
caufe their wants are few ; for though poor, they are not neceflitous, 
nature fupplying with extraordinary facility, whatever fhe has made 
requifite for their exiflence. Science and the arts have not, by ex- 
tending their views, contributed to enlarge the circle of their defires 5 
and the varicus refinements of luxury, which in polifted focieties be- 
come neceflaries of life, are totally unknown to them.’ 

Speaking of their government, which, like that among all 
uncultivated nations, is ill defined, he fays, 

‘ The inhabitants of the Rejang country live in villages or doofoons, 
each under the government of a magifirate flyled Dupatty. His dee 
pendants are termed dna bo0a*, and in number felcom exceed one 
hundred, A certain proportion of the dupatties belonging to each 
river, the villages being always fituated by the water fide+, are 
chofen to meet in a legiflative or judicial capacity, at the guallce or 
tiver’s mouth, and thefe are diftinguifhed by the name of Proattcen. 
The Pangeran or prince of the country, prefides over the whole, I 
would point out in what confifts the fealty of a dupatty to a pangeran, 
and of his aza-400a to him; but fo very little is to be obferved in ei- 
ther cafe, that it is not an eafy matter to defcribe it. Almoft without 
arts, and with but little induitry, the ftate of property is nearly equal 
among all the inhabicants, and the chiefs fcarcely differ but in title, 
from the bulk of the people, Their authority is no more than no- 
minal, being without that coercive power, neceffary to make them- 
felves feared and implicitly obeyed. ‘This is the natural refult of 
poverty among nations habituated to peace; where the two great po- 
litical engines of intereft and military force are wanting. ‘Uheir go- 
vernment ts founded in opinion, and the fubmiffion of the people is 
voluntary. The domeftic rule of a private family, beyond a doubs, 
faggefted firft the idea of government in fociety, and this people hav- 
ing made but fmall advances in civil policy, theirs retains a ftrong 
refemblance of its original. It is connected alfo with the principle of 
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* Apparently a figurative expreffion, from fruit hanging on a tree. 

+ The names which we ufvally apply to countries or diftrifts, be- 
long Properly tothe rivers; and it is, with the natives, more common 
to fay, the people of fuch a river, than of fuch a country. Rivers in 

urope divide provinces, but in India they are confidered as running 
through the center of them.’ 
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the feudal fyftem, into which it would probably fettle, fhould it attain 
to a greater degree of refinement. All the other governments throuph- 
out the ifland, are likewife a mixture of the patriarchal and feudal; 
and it may be obferved, that where a fpirit of conqueft has reduced 
the inhabitants under the fubjection of another power, or has added 
foreign diftricts to their dominion, there the feudal maxims prevail : 
where the natives, from fituation or difpofition, have long remained 
undifturbed by revolutions, there the fimplicity of patriarchal rule 
obtains ; which is not only the firft, and natural form of government, 
of all rude nations rifing from imperceptible beginnings, but is per. 
haps alfo the higheft ftate of perfeflion they can ultimately arrive at, 
It is not in this art alone that we perceive the next flep from con- 
fummate refinement, leading to fimplic:ty.’ 

Had our Eaft India Company behaved in all other paris of the 
Eaft as well as they appear to have behaved in this, according to 
Mr. M. they would have done honour to themfelves, and to the 
name of Great Britain. 

The fyftem of government, fays Mr. M. among the people 
near the fe2-coaft, who, towards the fouthern extreme of the 
ifland, are the planters of pepper, is much influenced by the 
power of the Europeans, who are virtually the lords para. 
mount, ‘The advantages derived tothe fubject from their {way, 
both in a political and civil fenfe, are infinitely greater than 
perfons at a diftance are ufually inclined to fuppofe. Oppref- 
fions may be fometimes complained of at the bands of indi- 
viduals ; but, to the honour of the Company’s fervice, Mr. M. 
fays, they have been very rare, and of inconfiderable magnitude, 
Where a degree of difcretionary power is intrufted to fingle per- 
fons, abufes will in the nature of things, arife in fome inftances— 
cafes may occur in which the private paffions of the Refident 
will interfere with his public duty; but the door has ever been 
open to redrefs, and examples have been made.—By the Com- 
pany’s power, the diftriéts over which it extends are preferved 
in uninterrupted peace. Were it not for this power, every doo- 
foon of every river would be at war with its neighbour. ‘The 
natives themfelves allow it; and it was evinced, even in the 
fhort fpace of time the Englifh were abfent from the coaft, in the 
former war with France. 

Mr. M. now treats of the laws and cuftoms of thefe people, 
and obdferves, that there is no word in the languages of the 
iiland which properly and /rriély fignifies Law; nor is there any 
perfon or clais of perfons, among the Rejangs, regularly in- 
vefted with legiflative power. They are governed in their va> 
rious difputes, by a fet of long eftablifhed cuftoms, handed down 
to them from their anceftors, the authority of which is founded 
on ufage and general confent. The chiefs, in’pronouncing their 
decifions, are not heard to fay, ‘* fo the Jaw dircéts,” but, ** fuch 
is the cuftom.” Some of their laws would do credit to the mof 
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civilized nations; under thofe relating to theft we find the 
following —— 

Ail thetts under five dollars value, and all difputes for pro- 
erry, or oftences to that amount, may be compromized. 

Neither the aflertion nor the oath of the profecutor are fulfi- 
cent without token of the robbery; that is, fome articie reco- 
vered of the goods ftolen, or evidence fufficient. 

They feem to allow of compenfations for murder, except 
where a wife kills her hufband: fhe muit tuffer death. 

[fa man furprizes his wife in adultery, he may put both man 
and woman to death upon the fpot, without being liable to any 


. compenfation. 


They prohibit all gaming, except cock-fighting at ftated pe- 
riods, under fevere penalties, to which they fubject even the 
owners of the houfe.who permit it. The plaintiff and defend- 
aut, fays Mr. M. ufually plead their own caufe; but i) circum- 
ftances render them unequal to it, they are allowed (in the lan- 
guage of their country) to borrow amouth, Evidence, accord 
ingtoMr. M. is ufed amongft thefe people in a manner very 
diferent from the forms of our courts of juftice. He fays, 

‘ They never admit it on both fides of the queftion; nor does the 
witnefs firlt make a general oaih to fpeak the truth, and nothing but 
the truth, When a fact is to be eftablifhed, either on the part of the 
plaintiff, or of the defendant, he is afked if he can produce any Cvi- 
dence to the truth of what he afferts ? On anfwering in the affirma- 
tive, he is directed to mention the perfon. This witnefs muft not be 
arelation, a party concerned, nor even belonging to the fame doo- 
foon. He muit be a refponfible man, having a family and a deter- 
minate place of refiderce. Thus qualified, his evidence may be ad- 
mitted. The fact to be proved is mentioned to him before he is 
fworn. If he confirms the affertion, it remains for him and the party. 
concerned, to make oath to the truth of it; and thus the fact is efta- 
blifhed. They have a fettled rule in refpeét to the party that is to 
givein evidence. For inftance; A. fues B. for adebt: B denies the 
debt: A. is now to bring evidence to the debt, or on failure thereof, 
tremains with B. to clear himfelf of the debt, by fwearing himfeif 
hotindebted. Had B, acknowledged that fech a debt had forme:ly 
fubited, but was fince paid, it would be incumbent on B. to prove 
the payment by evidence, or on failure it would reft with A. to con- 
hrm the debt’s being ftill due, by his oath. This is an invariatle 
node, obferved in all cafes of property.’ 

Ras manner of taking an oath is very folemn and awful. 
a adminiftered on the burying place of their anceftors, the 
ora of the oath being nearly this—** If what I now declaie is 
_ttuly and really fo, may I be freed and cleared from my 
«th. Lf what I affere is wittingly falfe, may my oath be the 

Caufe of my deftruction.” 

Pry people (fays Mr. M.) keep, laid up in their houfes, 
‘ine Old reliques, called in Rejang, pefatko, and in Paffummah, 
", which they produce ae) an cath is to be taken. The per- 
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fon who has loft his caufe, and with whom it commonly lies to bind 
his adveriary by an Oath, ofren defires two or three days time, to get 
ready his {wearing apparatus (/iov patan). Some of thefe are looked 
vpon as more facrecd, anc of greater efficacy than others. They con- 
filt of an old rufty cree/e *, a broken gun barrel, or any ancient trom. 
pery, to which chance or Caorice has annexed an idea of extraordi- 
nary virtue. ‘Thefe they generally dip in water, which the perfon 
who twears, diinks off, after having proneunced the form of words 
before mentioned. The pangeran of Soongey-lamo has by him certain 
cop er bullets, which had been fteeped in water, drunk by the 
Soongey-etam chiefs. when they bound themfelves never to moleft his 
ditt sis: which they have only done fince, as often as they could 
venture it with fafety, from the relaxation of our government. But 
thefe were political oaths, ‘he molt ordinary /ocmpatan is a creeft, 
and on the blade of this, they fometimes drop lime juice, which oc. 
Cafions a flain on the lips of the perfon performing the ceremony; a 
circumflance that may not improbably be fuppofed to make an im- 

refion on a wezsk and guilty mind. Such would fancy that the ex- 
ternal {tain conveyed to the beholders an image of the internal, At 
Manna the /oompatan mott ref{pected is a gun barre]. When produced 
to be {worn or, it is carried to the fpot in fate, under an umbrella, 
and wrapt.in filk. This parade has an advantageous effect, by in- 
fluencing the mind of the party, with an high idea of the importance 
and folemnity of the bufinefs. In England, the familiarity of the ob- 
je€t, and the fummary method of adminiilering oaths, are well known 
to difminifh from their weight, and to render them too often nugatory. 
They feme.imes fwear by the earth, laying their hands upon it, and 
withing that it may never produce aught for their nourifhment if they 
{peak falfely.’ 

Chaftity, fays Mr. M. prevails more, perhaps, among them 
than any other people. It is fo materially the intereft of the pa- 
rents to preferve the virtue of their daughters unfullied, as they 
conftitute the chief of their fubftance, that they are particularly 
watchful in this refpect. But as marriages in general do not 
take place fo early, as the forwardnefs of nature in that climate 
would admit, it will fometimes happen, notwithftanding their 
precaution, that a young woman, not chufing to wait her fa- 
ther’s pleafure, taftes of the fruit by ftealth, When this is dif- 
covered, he can oblige the man to marry her, and pay the joo 
gor, of compenfation money for her perfon; or if he choofes to 
keep the daughter, the feducer muft make good the difference he 
has occafioned in her value, and pay the fine provided for re 
moving the ftain from the earth. 

Proftitution for hire is, Mr. M. thinks, totally unknown in 
the country, and confined to the more po!ite Malay-Bazars. 

When a young woman, fays our Author, is difcovered to be 
with child before marriage, fhe, or more properly her father, 's 
fined forty dollars ; or, on failure of payment, the girl becomes 
a flave; the man is fined thirty dollars.—The curfe, fays Mr. M. 
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jatailed on women in child-bearing does not fall fo heavy in 
nig 28 in the northern countries. ‘Thetr pregnancy fcarcely 
srany period prevents their attendance on the ordinary domettic 
juties, and ufually, within a few hours after their delivery, they 
wal to the bathing place, at a {mall diftance from the houle, 
The prefence of a midwife is often eftecmed fuperfluous. I his 
facility of parturition may probably, as our Author apprehends, 
be owing to the relaxation of their frame, from the warmth of 
the climate, to which caufe alfo may be attributed the paucity 
of children born by the Sumatran women, and the early decay 
of their beauty and ftrength. They bear children before fif- 
wen, are generally paft ic at thirty, and grey-headed and fhri- 
yelled at forty. I do not recoilect hearing of any woman who 
had fix children, except the wife of Raddeen of Madura, who 
had more; and fhe, contrary to the univerfal cuftom, did not 


give fuck. 

Mr. M.’s account of their manner of treating their children 
is very Curious, and might perhaps be adopted in more polifhed 
countries with advantage ; 

‘Mothers, fays he, carry the children, not in the arm, as our 
purfes do, but ftraddiing on the hip, and ufually fupported by a 
cloth, which ties in a knot on the oppofite fhoulder. This praétice, 
Jhave been told, is common in fome part of Wales, It is much 
fafer than the other method, Jefs tirefome to the nurfe, and the child 
bas the advantage of fitting in a lefs conttrained pofture ; but the de- 
fenfive armour of itays, and offenfive weapons called pins, might be 
fome objection to the general introduttion cf the fafhion into Eng- 
land. Thechildren are nurfed but little, not confined bv any {wa- 
things or bandages ; and being fulfered to roll about the floor, foon 
learn to walk and fhift for themfelves. When cradles are ufed, they 
fwing fufpended from the ceiling of the rooms.’ 

Mr. M.’s account of two peculiar fpecies of people amongft 
the Sumatrans is very curious, and muft be highly fatisfactory 
tothofe who wifh to inveftigate the human race in all its diffee 
rent ftates : 

‘In the courfe of my inquiries, fays he, amongft the natives con- 
cerning the Aborigines of the ifland, | have been informed of two 
diferent {pecies of people, difperfed in the woods, and avoiding all 
communication with the other inhabitants, Thefe they call Urang 
Cooboo, and Orang Googoo; the former are faid to be pretty nu- 
merous, e/pecially in that part of the ifland which lies between P- 
lembang and Jambee. Some have at times been caught and kept as 
faves in labour ; and a man of that place is now married to a tole- 
rbly handfume Cooboo girl, who was carried off by a party that dif- 
covered their huts. ‘They have a language quite peculiar to them- 
felves ; and they eat promifcuoufly whatever the woods afford, as 
deer, elephant, rhinoceros, wild hogs, {nakes, or moakeys. The 
Gaogoo are much fcarcer than thefe, differing in little, bat the ufe of 
iptech, from the Orang Outang of Borneo; their bodies being co- 
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vered with long hair. ‘There have not been above two or three in. 
flances of their being met with by the people of Laboon (from whom 
my information Is derived), and one of thefe was entrapped many 
years ago, in much the f-me manner as the carpenter in Pilpay’s 
Fables caught the mos key. He had children by a Laboon woman, 
which alio were more harry than the ccmmon race; but the third ge. 
neration are not to be diftinguifhed from others. The reader will 
beflow what meafure of faith he thinks due on this relation, the ve- 
racity of which | do not preterd to vouch for. It has probably fome 
foundation in truth, but is exaggerated in the circumflances.’ 

Of the effeéis of the ufe ot opium amongft the Sumatrans our 


Autior givs the following account: 

‘ The ufe of opium amo:g thele people, as that of intoxicatin 
liquors among other nations, 1s a {pecies of luxury, which ail ‘anks 
adept according to the:r ability, and which, when once become ha- 
bitual, it is almoft impoflible to fhake cff. Being, however, like 
other luxuries, expentive, few on'y, among the lower clafs of people, 
can compafs the regular enjoyment of it; even whcre its ufe 1s not 
reftrained, as it is among the pepper planters, to the times of their 
feflivals. ‘That the practice of opium {moking muit be in fome de- 
gree pre udicial to the health, is highly probable; yet 1 am inclined 
to think that effects have been attributed to it, much more pernicious 
to the con{ticution, than it is in reality the caufe of, The Bugguels 
foldiers, and others in the Malay bazars, whom we fee moft at:ached 
to it, and who ufe it to excefs, commonly anpear emaciated ; but 
they are in other refpetts abandoned and debauched. The Leemson 
and Batang Afy gold traders, on the contrary, who are an active, la- 
borious people, bur yet indulge as freely in opium as any others what- 
ever, are, notwithilanding, the moft healthy and vigorous people to 
be met with on the ifland. It has been ufval alfo to attribute to the 
practice, deftructive confequences of another nature; from the frenzy 
it has been fuppofed to excite in thofe who take it in quantities. But 
this fhould probably rank with the many errors that mankind have 
been led into, by travellers addicted to the marvellous ; and there its 
every reafon to believe, that the furious quarrels, defperate aflaflina- 
tions, and far guinary attacks, which the afe of opium is faid :o give 
birth to, are idle notions, originally adopted through ignorance, and 
fince maintained, from the mere want of inveftigation, without hav- 
ing any folid foundation. That thofe defperate aéts of indifcriminate 
murder, called by us, mucks, and by the natives, mongamo, do ac- 
tually take place, and in fome parts of the eaft, frequently (on Java 
jn particular), is not to be controverted; but it is not equally evident 
that they proceed from any intoxication, except that of their unruly 
pafions. Tco often they are occafioned by excefs of cruelty and in- 
juilice in their oppreflors. On the Weii coait of Sumatra about 
twenty thoufand pounds weight of this drug are confumed annually, 
ye inftances of this crime do not happen (at leaft within the fcope of 
Our knowledge) above once in two or three years. During my refi- 
dence these, I had an opportunity of being an eye witnefs but to one 
muck. ‘The {| veof a Portuguefe woman, a man of the ifland of Neas, 
who in all probability had never handled an opium pipe in his life, 
being treated by his miftrefs with extreme feverity, fora trifling — 
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towed he would have revenge, if fhe attempted to ftrike him again ; 
and ran down the fteps of tre houfe, with a knife in each hand, as it 
was faide he Cried out, mongamo! The civil guard was called, who 
having the power, im thefe cales, of exercifing fummary jutftice, fired 
halt a dozen rounds into an outhoufe, where the unfortunate wretch 
had fheltered himfelf, on their approach ; and from whence he was 
at jength dragged, covered with wounds. Many other mucks might 
pernaps b: found, upon {crutiny, of the natare of the foregoing, 
where a ma. of ftrong feelings was driven, by excefs of injury to do- 
meiiic rebellion ’ 

Under the article of the religion of thefe people, Mr. M. 
with a degree of modefty not often met with in modern travellers, 
fays, ‘In works defcriptive of the manners of people little 
kiown to the world, the account of their religion ufually con- 
fitutes an article of the firft importance. Mine will Jabour 
under the contrary difadvantage. The ancient and genuine re- 
ligion of the Rejangs (if in fact they ever had any) is fearcely 
now to be traced ; and what principally adds to its obfcurity, 
and the difficulty of getting in‘ormation on the fubject, is, that 
even thofe amongft them who have not been initiated in the 
principies of Mahometanifm, yet regard thofe who have, as per 
fons advanced a ftep in knowledge beyond them, and therefore 
hefitate to own circumftaniially, that they remain ftill unen- 
ligntened.” Mr, M. goes on: 

‘It by religion is meant a public or private form of worship, of 
any kind; and if prayers, pro eflions, meetings, offerings, images, 
or prieits, are any of them neceffary to confticute it, I can pronounce 
that the Rejangs are totally without religion, and cannot, with pro- 
priety, be even termed Pagans, if that, as | apprehend, conveys the 
idea of miftaken worthip. They neither worthip God, devil, aor 
idol, They are not, however, without fuperftitious beliefs of many 
kinds, and have certainly a confufed notion, though perhaps derived 
from their intercoufe with other people, of fome fpecies of fuperior 
beings, who have the power of rendering themfelves vifible or in- 
vilible, at pleafure. Thefe they call ‘* orang aloos,” ‘* fine, or im- 
palpable men,” and regard them as poflefling the faculty of doing 
them good or evil; deprecating their wrath, as the fenfe of prefent 
misfortunes, or apprehenfion of future, pievails in their minds. But 
when they {peak particularly of them, they call them by the appella- 
tions 0. ** malaykat’” and ‘* jinn,’ which are the angels and evil {pi- 
nts of the Arabians, and the idea may probably have been borrowed, 
atthe fame time with the names. Thefe are the powers they alfo 
refer to, in an oath. I have heard a duparty fay, ‘* My grandfather 
tooc an oath that he would not demand the joojoor of that woman, 
and imprecated a curfe on any of his defcendants that fhould do it: 
] never have, nor could [ without /ala kapada malaykat—an offence 
againit the angels.” ‘Thus they fay alfo, ‘* de tolong nebbee, malaykat, 
the prophet and angels aflifting.” This is pure Mahometaniim. 

‘ The cleareit proof that they never entertained an ideaof Theifm, 
or ihe belief of one {upreme Power, is, that they have no word in 
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their lanpuape to exprefs the perfon of God, except the * A//gh 
tallah” of the Malays, corrupted by them to ** Oola tallo.” Yer 
when queflioned on the fubjett, they aflert their ancetlors knowledge 
of a deity ; though their thoughts were never employed about him ; 
but this evidently means no more, than that their forefathers, as «ell 
as themfelves, had heard of the Allah of the Mahometans (Allab 
crang J/laem). 

‘ They ufe, both in Rejanxg and Pafummah, the word “* deway,” 
to exprefs a fuperior, invifible clafs of beings; but each country ac. 
knowledges it to be of foreign derivation, and they fuppofe it Fava. 
nefe. Raddcen, of Madura, an ifland clofe to Fava, who is well con- 
verfant with the religious opinions of moit nations, afierted to me 
that *‘ deway,” or ** deevah,” was an Original word of that country 
for a fuperior being, which the interior Zavans believed in; but that 
they ufed no ceremonies cr forms of worfhip: that they had fome 
idea of a future life, but not as a ftate of retribution; conceiving 
immortality to be the lot of rich, rather than of good men. I reco)- 
Je&t, tha: an inhabitant of one of the iflands farther ealtward ob- 
ferved to me, with great fimplicity, that great men only went tothe 
{kies; how fhould poor men find admitiance there? The Sumatrans, 
where untin@ured by Mahometanifm, do not appear to have any 
notion of a future flate. Their concepticn cf virtue or vice, extends 
no farther than to the immediate effeét of actions, to the benefit or 
prejudice of fociety, and all fuch as tend not to either of thefe ends, 
are, in their eftimation, perfectly indifferent.’ 

Mr. M. now enters into an extenfive detail of the manners 
and cuftoms of the other inhabitants of the ifland, which we 
cannot pretend to follow; and concludes his work with the hif- 
tory of the civil and military revolutions that have happened to 
it. At the end of his Ja{t chapter, Mr. M. fays, * Having 


thus brought to a clofe the digeft of fuch materials for an ace) 


count of the ifland of Sumatra, as I had been induced, from cus 
riofity and a love of fcience, to collect together during my reft- 
deuce there, and have had an opportunity of acquiring fince my 
return; and having endeavoured to render my labours, as “i. 
as my talents would allow, to meet the eye of the Public, 
now fubmit them chearfully, but not confidently, to their ine 
fpection. Iam fenfible of the awfulnefs of the tribunal before 
which [ am going to appear; but I alfo know the indulgence 
it is ever ready to thew, in a particular manner, to thofe whofe 
writings tend to eftablifh facts, rather than fyftems, and hum- 
bly to defcribe things as they exift, rather than difplay the 
powers of a Creative imagination.’ 

We now take leave of Mr. Marfden, with this honeft de- 
claration, that we have not perufed, for fome time paft, a book 
that has afforded us more amufement, or more fatis‘a€tory in- 
formation, ‘The Writer appears to be a man of a comprehen- 
five mind, well tin€tured with knowledge of various kinds, and 


poffcfled of that firit requifite in a traveller, the power of we 
rec 
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ef and accurate obfervation. A literary critic might perhaps, 
tore and there, make fome objections to the ftyle of our Author 


(put uit plura nitent, where there is fo much to commend, and 
that too of fo fuperior a kind), it would be invidiays to take 


notice of them. e, 


—_—_—— 





Art. V. Colman’s Horace. Concluded. See our faft. 


O chufe an author as you chufe a friend, ts a piece of 
T advice that every tranflator fhould attend to: and yet, 
if we are to judge from tranflations in general, no rule feems to 
be more frequently violated. “here is, however, no violation 
of it in the prefent inftance ; Mr. Colman pofleffing, jn an emi- 
nent degree, the qualifications requifite in a tranflator of Ho- 
rice, The juftice of this remark will be readily aflented to by 
any one who has the flighteft acquaintance either with his com- 
politions or character; and thofe who have not (if any fuch 
readers there are) may be convinced of it by a perufal of the 
prefent tranflition ; in which they will meet with al] the eafe, the 
ipirit, and the characteriftical graces of the original. It muft not, 
however, be hence inferred, that we mean to fpeak of this 
performance as a fini/hed production. Such it certainly is not; 
nor as fuch does its ingenious Author feem to have intended it. 
It may, indeed, admit of a debate, whether the peculiar man- 
ner of Horace, in his more familiar compofitions (by which 
we mean his Satires and Epiftles), may not be more faithfully, 
or at leaft more vividly, preferved, by the mode of tranflation 
adopted by Mr, Colman, in which every thing appears free, 
bold, and fpontaneous, as evidently written calamo currente, 
than by that laborious exactnef-, which is generally accom- 
panied by an air of tamenefs and conftraint. Who, that is 
the leaft converfant in matters of that kind, has not obferved 
that there are paintings (to borrow an illuftration from a fifter- 
art) which, mocking the precifion of the graver, are beft re- 
prefented by a rapid and {pirited etching? And who, that 
compares Mr, Co!man’s with any former tranflation, will not 
acknowledge, that he has fketched out a jufter refemblance of 
his original, than is to be met with either in the faint, though 
fnifhed, mezzotinto of Francis, or the wooden cut of Rofcom- 
ment But it will be neceflary for the tranflation to fpeak for 
elf, 

‘ Be not your opening fierce, in accents bold, 

Like the rude ballad-monger’s chaunt of old; 

** The fall of Priam, the great Trojan King! 

** Of the right noble Trojan War, | fing !” 

Where ends this Boaller, who, with voice of thunder, 

Wakes Expectation, all agape with wonder? 
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The mountains labour! hufh’d are all the fpheres! 
And, ob ridiculous! a moufe appears. 
How much more modeftly begins H1s fong, 

Wha labours, or imagines, no:hing wrong! 

“ Say, Mufe, the Man, who, afier lroy’s difgrace, 

‘ In various cities mark’d the human race!” 

ot flame to finoke he ‘urns, but fmoke to light, 

Kiadling from thence a itream of glories bright : 
Antipha‘es, the Cyclops, raife the theme ; 

Scylla, Chary bdis, fill the pleafing dream. 

He goes not back to Meleager’s death, 

With Diomea’s return to run you out of breath; 

Nor from the Double Egg, the tale to mar, 

‘Traces the ftory of the Trojan War: 

Still hurrying to th’ event, at once he brings 

His hearer to the heart and foul of things ; 
And what won’t bear the light, in thadow flings, 
So well ke feigns, fo wel! contrives to blend 

Figtion and Truth, that all his labours tend 

True to one point, perfu’d from end to end. 


Hear now, what I expeét, and all the town, 
If you would with applaufe your play to crown, ! 
And patient fitters, ‘ull the cloth goes down ! 

Man's feveral ages with atteniion view, 

His flying years, and changing nature too. 

The Bey, who now his words can freely found, 
And with a fleadier footitep prints the ground, 
Flaces in playfellows his chief delight, 

yarre!s, fhakes hands, and cares not wrong or right: 
Sway d by each fav'rite bauble s fhort-liv’d pow’r, 

In fmiles, in tears, all humours ev’ry hour. 

The beardlefs Youth, at length from tutor free, 
Loves hories, hounds, the field, and liberty : 

Phant as wax to vice his eafy foul ; 
Marble to wholefome counfel and controul ; 
Improvident of good, of wealth profufe ; 
High ; tond, yet fickle; generous, yet loofe, 

To graver itudies, new perfuits inclin’d, 

Manhood, wi h growing years, brings change of mind: 
Seek: riches, friends; with thirft of honour glows ; 
And al] the meannefs of ambition knows; 

Prudent, and wary, on each deed intent, 

Fearful o act, and afterwards repent. 

Evil in various fhape: O/d Age furrounds ; 

Riches his aim, in riches he abounds ; 

Yet what he fear’d to gain, he dreads to lofe; 

And what he fought as ufeful, dares not ufe, 
Timid and cold in all he undertakes, 

His hand from doubt, as well as weaknefs, thakes ; 
Hope makes him tedious, fond of dull delay ; 
Dup’d by to-morrow, tho’ he dies to day ; 
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}j|-humour'd, querulous; yet loud in praife 
Of all the mighty deeds of former days ; 
When 4e was young, good heavens, what glorious times! 
Unlike the prefent age, that teems with crimes! 
Thus years advancing many comforts bring, 
And flying, bear off many on their wing : 
Confound not youth with aye, nor age with youth, 
But mark their feveral charaéters with truth!’ 

The chief, and indeed the only obj €tions, that even the 
moft faftidious critic can make to any part of this tranflation, 
are, that in fome inftances it wants compreffion ; and, in others, 
that a word is fometimes introduced for the fake of the rhyme ; 
hoth of which are the almoft unavoidable confequence of what 
will probably be efteemed a confiderable part of its merit —the 
fre and rapidity of its compofition. Of words introduced for 
the fake of rhyme, the fuilowing, among fome few other in- 
ftances may be produced : 

Pliant as wax, to vice his eafy /oul ; 
Marble to «holefome counfel and controul. 
The heart may figuratively be termed pliant as wax, or hard 
as marble; but the foul has not yet been, whatever it may be 
hereafter, proved fufficiently material to have, even by the bold- 
eft catachrefis, tangible properties affigned to it. Speaking of 
the inftability of language, Horace obferves, 
Malta renatcentur, que jam cecidere ; cadentque 
uz nunc funt in honore vocabula, &c. 
which Mr. Colman tranflates in the fame ftyle of folemn bur- 
lefque, 
Many fhall rife again, that now are dead ; 
Many fha'l fall, that now hold high the head. 
It muft have been merely for the rhyme that the Tranflator, in 
the laft line, fo far overftepped metaphorical propriety. But if, 
however, in fome inftances he is lefs accurate than his original, 
there are others in which he has evidently improved upon it. 
Is not, for example, the ridicule in the following paflage confi- 
derable heightened in the tranflation? 
Quid dignum tanto feret hic promiffor hiatu? 
Parturiunt mon es: nafcetur ridiculus mus. 
Where ends this Boafter, who, with voice of thunder, 
Wakes Expeétation, all agape with wonder ? 
The mountains labour! hufh’d are all che fpheres ! 
And, oh ridiculous! a moufe appears. 

Is it not with fingular happinefs, without lofing fight of his 

original, that he has charaéterized old age? 
Evils in various fhapes, &c, 

On the recolleétion of former tranflations, we are naturally 
feminded of a compliment of Denham’s : 

‘* They but preferve the afhes, thou the flame; 
True to his fenfe, but truer to his fame.” 
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Mr. Colman has in this performance diftinguifhed himfelf as 
a Critic as well as a Poet. His Notes are ingenious, learned, 
and judicious. We fhall make no apology for laying before 
our Readers the following, which will probably introduce them 
to a commentator with whom they may never have met before, 
and whofe merits intitle him to farther notice, Jafon De Nores, 
a native of Cyprus, who publifhed Horace’s Epiftle to the Pifos, 
at Venice, in the year 1553, accompanied with a Commentary 
and Notes. 
© 230.—Man’s feveral ages, Se.] Etatis eujufque, Gee Jalon 
De Nores takes notice of the particular firefs, that Horace lays on the 
due difcrimination of the feveral ges, by the folemuity with which 
he introduces the mention of them: the fame Critic fubjoins a note 
alfo, which I thall tranfcribe, as it ferves to illuttrate a popular paf. 
fage in the As you Like It of Shakefpeare. 
** All the world’s a ttage, 

And all the men and women merely players ; 

They have their exits and their entrances, 

And one man in his time plays many parts : 

His aéls being seven aces. At firft the infant, 

Mewling and fuking in the nurfe’s arms: 

And then, the whining {chool-boy with his fatchel, | 

And fhining morning-face, creeping like fnail 

Unwillingly to fchool. And then, the lover; 

Sighing like furnace, with a woeful ballad 





Made to his miftrefs’ eye-brow. Then, a foldier ; 

Full of ttrange oaths, and bearded like the pard, 
ealous in honour, fudden and quick in quarrel ; 

Seeking the bubble reputation 

Even in the cannon’s mouth. And then, the juftice 

In fair round belly, with good capon lin’d, 

With eyes fevere, and beard of formal cur, 

Full of wife faws and modern inftances, 

And fo he plays his part. The fixth age fhifts 

Jato the lean and flipper’d pantaloon, 

With {pe@acles on nofe, and pouch on fide; 

Hiis you:kful hofe well fav’d, a wor!d too wide 

For his fhrunk thanks; and his big manly voice, 

Turning again toward childith treble, pipes, 

And whifiles in his found. Laft fcene of all, 

That ends this flrange eventful hiftory, 

Is fecond childifhnef:, and mere oblivion, 

Sans teeth, fans eyes, fans tafte, fans every thing.” 


© Animadverti A PLERISQUE hominis @tatem 1N SEPTEM DIVISAM 
¥5SE FARTES, INFANTIAM, PUERITIAM, ADOLESCENTIAM, JUVEK= 
TUIEM, VIRILITATEM, SENECTUTEM, €3F ut ab illis dicitur, DECKE- 
PITATEM. dn hée verd parte nidbil de inFaNT12£ moribus Horatius, 
cum nihil ca atas preter vagitum habeat proprium, idecque infantis per- 
Jena minim in frend induci poffit, quid ipfas rerum woces reddere neque 
dui feiat, neque valeat, Nihil de meribus item bujus atutis, quam, fi 
lating licety DECREPITATEM Wocabimus, QUR ARIAS QuODAMMODO 
INFANTIA 
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INFANTIE RESPONDET: dé JUVENTUTE autem Ef ADOLESCENTIA 
mul pertradat, guid et fudiis, et natura, 9 voluntate, parum, aut 
ibid inter fe differant. Ariffoteles etiam in libris ad Theodectem omifit S 
pUERITIAM, ©F merito: cum minime apud pueros, wel de pueris fit ora- 
tor habiturus orationem. Ille enim ad hoc ex a@tate perfonarum differen 
tiam adbibet, ut inflituat oratorem, quomedo morata uti debeat orationt, 
jd off, eorum moribus, apud quos, &S de quibus loquitur, accommodata, 

‘It appears from hence, that it was common for the writers of that 
time, as well as Shakefpeare’s Jaques, to divide the life of Man into 
spvEN AGES, Viz. Infancy, Childhood, Puberty, Youth, Manhood, Old 
Age, and Decrepitude; ** which latt (fays Denores), in fome fort an- 
{wers to Infancy,” or, as Shakefpeare expreffes it, 15 SECOND CHILD- 
ISHNESSe 

«¢ Before Shakefpeare’s time, fays Warburton, fever ads was no 
unuofual divifion of a play, fo that there is a greater beauty than ap- 
pears at firft fight in this image.”” Mr. Steevens, however, informs 
us, that the plays of that early period were not divided into ads at all. 
lt is moft probable, therefore, that Shakefpeare only copied the moral 
philofophy (the Sccratice charte) of his own day, adapting it, like 
Aritotle and Horace, to his own purpofe; and, I think, with more 
felicity, than any of his illuftrious predeceffors, by contriving to in- 
troduce, and difcriminate, every one of THE SEVEN AGES, This he has 
effected by afligning sTaTION and CHARACTER to fome of the fiages, 
which to Arittotle and Horace appeared too fimilar to be diitin- 
guifhed from each other. Thus Purerry, Youru, Manuoop, and 
Otpv Ace, become, under Shakefpeare’s hand, the Lover, the Sou- 
pier, the Justice, and the lean and flinper’d Pantatoon ; while 
the natural qualities of the INFANT, the Boy, and the Dotaro, af- 
ford fufficient materials for poetical defcription.’ 

It cannot fail of gratifying our Readers, to know Mr. Col- 
man’s fentiments on a queftion that has been long agitated in 
the learned worid, and of which, both from the courfe of his 
ftudies, and his particular fituation, he muft be fuppofed a very 
competent judge. 

‘ , aftor's part TuE Cuorus foould fuftain.] Aoris partis Cuo- 
Rus, Se. 

** See alfo Ariftotle [aee. cont. x. vi1.] The judgment of two fuch 
critics, and the practice of wife antiquity, concurring to eftablifh this 
precept concerning the Chorus, it fhould thenceforth, one would 
think, have become a fundamental rule and maxim of the ftage, And 
fo indeed it appeared to fome few writers. The mott admired of the 
French tragic poets ventured to introduce it into two of his latter 
plays, and with fuch fuccefs, that, as ove obferves, It foould, in all 
reafon, have difabufed his countrymen on this bead: | ‘eat heureux de MM, 
Racine, qui les [chaurs] a fait revivre dans Ainate et dans st- 
HER, devroit, il femble, nous avoir detromper fur cet article. [P. Bru- 
moi, voli. p. 105.) And, before him, our Milton, who, with his 
other great talents, poflefled a fupreme knowledge of antiquity, was 
fo firuck with its ufe and beauty, as to attempt to bring it into our 
language. His Sam/om Agoni/les was, as might be expected, a matter: 
piece, Buteven his credit hath not been fufficient to refore the 
Chorus, Here a late Profeflor of the art declaring, De cuoro nihil 
ifirui, quia non ef effentialis dramati, atque a nectericis penitus, ET, 
NE 
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ME JUD CE, MEXITO REPUDIATUR. [Pra]. Poet. vol. ii. p. 188.] 
Whence it bath come to pafs that the chorus hath been thus neglected 
is not now the enquiry. But that this critic, and ail fuch, are greatly 
out in their judgments, when they prefume to cenfure it in the an. 
tients, muf appear (if we look no further) from the double ufe, in- 
filled on by the Poet. For, 1. A chorus interpofing, and bearing 3 
part in the progres of the action, gi-es the reprefentation that pro- 
babsiity *, and ftriking refemblance of real life, which every man of 
fenfe perceives, and feels the want of upon our ftape; a want, which 
nothing but fuch an expedient as the chorus can poflibly relieve, 
And, 2. | he importance of its other office [I. 1 6,] to the uttlity of 
the reprefentation, is fo great, that in a moral view, nothing can 
compen{ate for this deficiency. For it is neceflary to the truth and 
decorum of charaéters, that the manners, bad as well as good, be 
drawn in ftrong vivid colours; and to that end, that immoral fenti- 
ments, forcibly exprefled, and fpecioufly maintained, be fometimes 
imputed to the {peakers. Hence the found philofophy of the chorus 
will be conftantly wanting, to rectify the wrong conclufions of the 
audience, and prevent the ill impreflions that might otherwife be 
made upon it, Nor let any one fay, that the audience is well able 
to do this for itfelf: Euripides did not find even an Athenian theatre 
fo quick-fighted. The flory is well known [Sen. Lip. 115.], that 
when thi: painter of the manners was obliged, by the rules of his art, 
and the charaéter to be fullained, to put arun of bold fentiments in 
the mouth of one of his perfons, the people inftantly took fire, char- 
ging the poet with the imputed villany. as though it had been his 
ewn. Now if fuch an audience could fo eafily mifinterpret an atten- 
tion to the truth of charaSter into the real doctrine of the poet, and 
this too, when a Chorus was at hard to corre& and difabufe their 
judgments, what muft be the cafe, when the whole is left to the fa- 
gacity and penetration of the people? The witer fort, it is true, have 
little need of this information, Yet the reflexions of tober fenfe on 
the courfe and occurrences of the reprefentation, clothed in the noe 
blett drefs of poctry, and enforced by the joint powers of Sarmexzy and 
adion (which is the true character of the Chorus) might make it, even 
to fuch, ano unpleafant or unprofitable entertainment. But thefe 
two are a fmall part of the w/es of the chorus; which in every 
light is fo important to the truth, decorum, and dignity of the tragic 
{cene, that the modern ftage, which hath not thought proper to adopt 
it, is even, with the advantage of, fometimes, the jufteft moral paint- 
ting and fublimeft imagery, but avery faint fhadow of the o/d; as 
mult needs appear to thofe who have looked into the ancient models, 
or, divefting themfelves of modern prejudices, are difpofed to confuit 
the dictates of plain fenfe. For the ufe of fuch, | once defigned to 
have drawn into one view the feveral important benefits arifing to 
the drama from the obfervance of this rule, but have the pleafure to 





- —_———_ _— 


* Quel avantage ne peuteil [le poite| pas tirer d'une troupe d adeurs gui 
remplifjent la foene, qui rendent plus yer/ible la continuité de 1 aGion. et qui 
da font parcitre VRAISEMBLABLE, pui/guil neff pas naturel quelle fe 
page Jans temoins, On ne fent que trop le vuide de nitre Thiatre fans 
chaurs, Ee. [Les Theatre des Grecs, vole i. p. 1056] 
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fad mylfeif prevented by a fenfible ciffertation of a good French 
writer, which the reader wil! find zm the vii tom. of the i iftory of the 
Academy of Inferipticns and Helles Lettres. —Or, it may be iufiicient to 
refer whe Englith reader to the late tragedies of Errripa and Ca- 
gacracus 5 which do honour to modern poetry, and are a better apo- 
logy, than any I could make, for the ancient Chorus. 

. Notes on the Art of Poetry. 

‘ Though it is not my intention to agitate, in this place, the long 
difputed queftion concerning the expediency, or inexpediency, of the 
Cuorus; vet I cannot difmifs the above Lote without fome farther 
obferv:tion. Inthe firit place, then, I cannot think that the judement of 
two fuch Critics as Ariftotle and Horace, can be decifively quored, as 
concurring with the pradtice of wife antiquity, TO ESTABLISH THE CHO- 
aus. Neither of thefe two Critics have taken up the queftion, each 
of them giving dire&tions for the proper conduct of t4e Cuorus, 
confidered as an eftablifhed and received part of J ragedy, and indeed 
originally, as they both tell us, te whole of it. Ariilotle, in his 
Poetics, has not faid much on the fubjeét ; and from the little he has 
faid, more arguments might perhaps be drawn, in favour of the omif- 
fon, than for the introduétion of zHe Cuorus. It is true that he 
fays, in his 4th chapter, that ** Tragedy, after many changes, pauied, 
having gained its natural form - "aoAAad, pilaloras petakarc ura % Ta 
yur ‘mavoalo. eres ioxye Tr taving Cusive This might, at firft fiyhe, 
feem to include his approbation of ¢2e Cuorus, as well as of all the 
other parts of Tragedy then in ufe: but he himfelf exprefsly tells us 
in the very fame chapter, that he had no fuch meaning; faying, that 
“to enquire whether Tragedy be perfect in its parts, either confi- 
dered in itfelf, or with relation to the theatre, was forcign to his pre- 
fent purpofe.” To xuts ovy emsooreliy bb Gem Exes non N Tparywore Tig iMccrws, A 
by 2019 Te wad avis KEWWOLAEICYy % mos Te Sectpay adrass Acyose In the pailage 
from which Horace has, in the verfes now before us, defcribed the office, 
and laid down the duties of the Cuorvus, the paflage referred to by 
the learned Critic, the words of Arifiotle are not particularly favour- 
able to the inftitution, or much calculated to recommend the ufe of it. 
For AAriftotle there informs us, ‘** that Sophocles alone, of ail the Gre- 
cian writers, made she Cuorus cenducive to the progrefs of the 
oe: only ev on es being culpable in this initance; but 
e riters, ane txd@inple of Agathon, introducing Odes as 
little to the purpofe, as if they had borrowed whole fcenes from ano- 
ther play.” Kes roy xwpov Ob. iva O:F vrcraeciy Tov UMopITUve Ka: pogo 
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* On the whole, therefore, whatever may be the merits, or aivan- 
tages of the Cuorus, I cannot think that the judgment cf Ariftoile 
or Horace can be adduced in recommendation of it. As to she pro- 
ABILITY given to the reprefentation, by the Cuorvs interpofing and 
bearing @ part in the ation; the Public, who have lately feen a trcop 
of fingers affembled on the ftage, asa Cuorvus, during the whole 
reprefentations of Errripa and CaracTacus, are competent te 
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decide for themfelves, how far fuch an expedient, gives a more frrika 
ino refemblance of human life, than the common ufage of our Drama; 
As to its importance in a scra/ view, to correct the evil impreffion of 
vicious fentiments, imputed to the fpeakers; the ftory told, to enforce 
jts ufe for this purpofe, conveys a proof of its ineflicacy. To give 
due force to fentiments, as well as to direét their proper tendency, 
depends on the skill and addrefs of the Poet, independent of she 


Crorvus. 
‘ Monfieur Dacier, 48 well ds the author of the above note, cenfureg 


the modern ftage for having rejected se Cuorus; and having loft 
thereby at /eaft half its probability, and its GREATEST CRNAMENT 
fo that our Tragedy is but a very faint foadow of the orp. Learned 
Critics, however, do not; perhaps; confider, that if it be expedient 
to revive the CuorRusy, all the other parts of the Ancient Tragedy 
maft be revived along with it. Ariftotle mentions Mustc as one of 
the fix parts of ‘ragedy, and Horace no fooner introduces rhe Cuo- 
rus, but he proceeds to the Pire and Lyre. Ifa Cuorus be really 
neceflary, our Dramas, like thofe of the ancients, fhould be rendered 
wholly mufical; the Dancers alfo will then claim their place, and the 
pretenfions of Veltris and Noverre muft be admitted as clafical: Such 
n {peétacle, if not more natural than the modern, would at leaf be 
confiftent; but to introduce a groupe of /pe@atorial aGors, sP£ AKING 
in one part of the Drama, and sinctnc in another, is as firange and 
incoherent a medley, and full as xnclaffical, as the dialogue and airs 


of rbe Beccar’s Opera!’ 
If there be any weight in Mr. Colman’s arguments, and furely 


they are incontrovertible, it will fcarcely be too harfh an ex- 
preffion to fay, that nothing but the moft invincible pedantry can 
with for the revival of the ancient Chorus on the modern ftage. 
We cannot difmifs this Article without expreffing a with, 
that Mr. Colman’s engagements to the Public, which muft ne- 
ceflariiy occupy the greateft part of his time, would permit him 
to pay {till farther attention to this exquifite writer ; a tafk for 
which not only his wit, his judgment, and his poetical talents, 
but, we may add allo, his habits of life feem eminently to qua- 


lify him. &,t.¢. mA 


Art. VI, Parrosopuican Transactions, Vol. LXXII. Part I. 
for the Year 1782, concluded. See Rey. for May lait, p. 387. 


ASTRONOMICAL, &e. 

Article 8. nn Experiment propofed for determining, by the Aberra- 
tion of the Fixed Stars, whether the Rays of Light, in pervading 
different Media, change thetr Velocity according to the Law whith 
refults from Sir Ifaac Newton’s Ideas concerning the Caufe of Ree 
fraftion; and for afcertaining their Velocity in every Medium 
whofe refractive Denjfity is known. By Patrick Wilfon, A.M. 
Affiftant to Alexander Wilfon, M D. Profeffor of Practical 
Aftronomy in the Univerlity of Glafgow. 


‘ PON the fuppofition,’ Mr. Wilfon fays, ‘that the refraction 


of light is caufed by a certain action of grofs and fenfible 
4 bodies 





























bodies upon it, Sir L/aac Newton has demonftrated, that the 
fines of incidence and refraction, when the rays pafs out of one 
medium into another of different denfity, muft always be in a 
contant ratio. “This conftancy of the ratio of the fines is agree- 
able to univerfal experience, and has been called the law of 
refraction. Upon the fame grounds, he has alto demonftrated, 
that the velocity of the rays muft be greater in the more refract- 
ing medium in the inverfe ratio of the fines. Of this property 
of refraction, however, we have hitherto had no evidence in the 
way of experiment. The ideas entertained by Sir J/aac Newton, 
fom which this property has been deduced, though they confels 
their great author, by a moft beautiful fimplicity, and by a 
very ftriking agreement with fact, have yet been deemed by 
fome perfons not perfectly authentic. His contemporary, 
Leibnitz, and others, have attempted demonilrations of the law 
of refraction from principles very different, and which do not 
lead to the opinion of the acceleration of light, according to the 
change of medium. At preient it 1s propoied to point out exe 
perimental y the law of the variation of the velocity of light, 
according to the change of the medium. If obdfervations fhall 
fhew this law to be agreeable to Sir J/aac Newton’s conclutions, 
we fhall then have a very ftrong additional evidence in favour of 
his principles. If, contrary to the moft probable iffue of the 
experiment, fome unfufpected law fhould be difcovered, we 
muft, according to the rules of induction laid down by that 
great mafter in philofophy, fo far refiri€t our general conclu- 
lions, and accommodate our ideas to the real condition of 
things. 

‘ The method of experiment at prefent alluded to, is, that of 
obferving the aberration of the fixed ftars with a telefcope filled 
with adenfe fluid, fuch as water, or any other equally limpid 
and of greater refraction, fitted to bring the rays to a focus by 
the furface of the medium oppofed to the object having a proper 
vegree of convexity. It is enough at this time to fuggeft a ge- 
heral notion of the inftrument, and we now proceed to explain 
inwhat manner it can afilt us in the prefent inquiry. 

“Since aberration, taken in its enlarged fenfe, depends on 
Me revative velocities of light and of the telefcope, if the rays 
Were really to move much fafter or much flower in an unufual 
tlefcope of this kind, it feems to follow, that the quantity of 
erration given in thefe circumf{tances, compared with Dr. 
Bradley's angle, would certainly indicate the new rate of velo- 
Cty, Such an inference would certainly be juft; and it is upon 
thele grounds that we propofe to inquire into the velocity of the 
“YS, as they move forward in denfe media fo applied to telefcopes. 
wanting, however, for the fake of argument, that light 
moves down {uch an unufual telefcope with an increafed velo- 

EV. Sept. 178 2, Q. city, 
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city, fuited to the refrattive denfity of the medium, it wil} by 
thar the aberration wil be changed on thar 
account.-—=<<This aflertion Mr. Wilfon alfo: proves; but the 
(trations he has viven of his fubjeG@, by tracing the courfe of 
a pencil of rays through a tele{cope, are rather complex, and do 
not feem to us to fet the matter in the cleareft and fimpleft point 
of view. Belide, the inverfe ratio of the tangents of the anoles 
which he has brought cat in the conclufion, is not fufficiently 
eeneral, and will ‘not do to apply to any flar whatever that 
obfervations may be made upon ; being only true when the ftar 
is pofited in the pole of the ccliptic. 

Not only among the contemporaries of Sir Ifaac Newton, but 
poe now, it feems to be the fafhion, eipecially abroad, to find 
fault with whatever he has advanced ; and we fear this often 
proceeds more from a defire of leficning his well-known fame, 
than from the love of truth; witnefs the ftrange impoffible hy- 
pothefes advanced by many who thought to deitroy his. Still, 
as all are liable to mililakes, and no name whatever ought to 
fanct.fy falfehood, ai! lovers of truth would with, that every 
hypothefis could be brought to the certain teft of fair experiment, 
and muft commend the endeavours of Mr. Wilfon, in the Ar- 
ticle before us. 

Very important confeguences, and fuch as at prefent feem 
little thought of, would follow the fuccefs of his propofed ex- 
periment; and if it did not fucceed, ftill the knowing it wou! 
afford fatisfa€tion, and have curious confequences too, We 
hope, therefore, to be pardoned for ftepping fo much out of our 
way, as to give a fhort and gencral illuftration thereof, and that 
by a method very difierent from his, 

There is no necd of confidering a pencil of rays, or the pe- 
culiar properties of a tele/cope ; the courfe of a fingle ray along 
the axis of one, will be fufficient for our purpofe. 

Suppofe then DF to reprefent the 
velocity of the eye of the fpe&iator Fy 
caufed by that of the earth, and BE Y oO 
that of a ray of light coming in the 
direction EB, and conveyed by the B 
compound motion of the earth and 
light through the axis BD of a tele- 
fcope; then muft the angle FBD be 
the alteration of the flars place, caufed FD 
by aberration, as feen through the te- 
lefcope. Suppofe the telefcope now to be filled with a fluid that 
will tranfmit the rays with a greater velocity than BF; produce 
FB to E tili FE is that greater velocity ; then ED being draw, 
and DO taken thereon equa! to DB, it is evident, from the wel 
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not be freely tranfmitted through the axis of a telefcope fo filled, 
except it be held in the pofition DO in the dire&tion DE. And 
terefore, that the fame ftar may be feen in the axis of the tele- 
(cope when it tranfmits light with different velocities, it muft 
he held in different pofitions BD, OD. And when the angle 
EFD is right, or, the ftar is in the pole of the ecliptic, the re- 
{yective velocities EF, BF, with which the light is tran{mitted 
through the axis of the telefcope will, by trigonometry, be di- 
rectly as the cotangents of the angles FED, FBD, that is, in- 
verfely in the ratio of the tangents of thofe angles, as determined 
by Mr. Wilfon. But, when the ftar is not in the pole of the 
ecliptic, the angle EFD being then oblique, we have, as fine 
of FBD: FD:: fine of BDF: BF, and as fine of FED: FD :: 
fine of EDF : EF, that is by compound ratio EF : BF :: the 
reGtangle of the fines of FBD and EDF : the re€tangle of thofe 
of FED and BDF univerfally. Whence the ratio of the velo- 
cities will be known from the pofitions of the ftar and telefcope. 

It may moreover be remarked, that whether the ray be fup- 
pofed to pafs through BD or OD, fince it muft come into the 
air again at D before it can ftrike the obferver’s eye, it will in 
both cafes appear to him to make the fame angle with the eclip« 
tic FD, and of the fame quantity when meafured with an in- 
frument ; confequently the fame value will be obtained in both 
cafes for the aberration of the ftar: the different velocitics in 
paling the tubes BD, OD, being only known from the diffe- 
rent inclinations. 

After all, it is much to be queftioned, whether the experi- 
ment can fucceed fo as to prove inconteftably the point it is in- 
tended to eftablifh. For if light move with a different velocity 
through every medium that has a different refractive power, it 
hould feem as if all, or moft, of the velocity it is found to have 
at the furface of the earth, were acquired in pafling through our 
atmo{phere *, and confequently that it had little or none itfelf 
at the furface of the lucid body: from hence the natural infe- 
rence would be, that it is an affection of body, but not a fub- 
ance; which conclufion feems to confute itfelf; or at leaft is 
Contrary to every received idea of the nature of light, and quite 
epugnant to the ingenious theory of M. Romer concerning its 
uniform progreffive motion, deduced from the obfervations of 
the eclipfes of the firft fatellite of Jupiter. 

Atticle 11. On the Parallax of the Fixed Stars. By Mr. Her- 
fchel, F.R.S. 
Aman in a delightful dream, thinks himfelf not at all obs 


liged to one who awakes him to fenfe and truth; the pleafing 








*T: . 
This however is doubtful, and we would with, at all events, 
t Wilfon’s experiment to have a fair trial. 
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delufion has ftolen upon his affections in fuch a manner, that he 
wifhes, aud would, if he could, have it, and it only, to be the 
reality: and we think, that whoever with coolnefs and delibe- 
ration reads this paper of Mr. Herfchel’s, will fuppofe him to 
be in fome fuch predicament. 

He fays, * the great improvements of mathematical inftru- 
ment-makers have hardly left us any thing to defire: we can 
now meafure feconds with almoft as much facility and truth as 
former obfervers could meafure minutes; nor do I[ think it im- 
poffible to vo ftill further, and divide inftruments that would 
fhew thirds with fufficient accuracy.’ Again, he continues, 
¢ Let us now fuppofe, that the parallax of the fixed ftars does 
not amount to a fingle fecond, yet ftill the cafe is by no means 
defperate, and though the difficulty of meafuring feconds will 
foon fugveft to us what extraordinary powers and diftinétnefs of 
the telefcope, and accuracy of the micrometer, are required to 
meafure thirds; this ought by no means to difcourage us from 
the attempt. Could we meafure angles, much fmaller than fe- 
conds, might we not hope to find the parallax of fome of the 
fixed ftars at leaft to amount to feveral thisds? On the other 
hand, if it fhould appear, indeed, that even with fuch improved 
methods of meafurement we could not reach the remote fitua- 
tion of {uch almoft infinitely diftant funs, we might ftill derive 
a valuable approximation towards truth from fuch repeated ob- 
fervations, even thouch they fhould not be attended with all the 
fuccefs we expected from them. On this affurance, I endea- 
voured to take fuch a method for attempting the inveftigation of 
the parallax of the ftars as to avail mylelf of the improvements 
I had already made, and was ftill in hopes of making, in my 
telefcopes.’ 

Though Mr, Herfchel doubtlefs meant all this for fober fenti- 
ment, yet the delight which his fubject afforded him, feems to 
have rendered him too fanguine in his expectations, and led him 
into what appears to us like hyperbole. For notwithftanding 
the boafted perfe€tion of inflruments, we apprehend that it 
will be ftill allowed to be no eafy matter to take an angle 
true, to a certainty, toa fingle fecond, with the beft inftrument 
that ever was made, It is impoffible to make either lenfes or 
mirrors exactly true, fome defect there will be, both in form 
and matter, fince none admit of a polifh quite equable and per- 
fect; moreover the inftruments with which they are made have 
alfo their imperfections: every increafe of magnifying power 
too will magnify thefe defects; and it is alfo much to be 
queftioned whether human fizht be not likewife in thefe cafes 
fubjet toerrors. 

He fays, fpeaking of Dr. Bradley’s obfervations, ¢ It is rather 


evident, for aught we know to the contrary, that the ftars of bs 
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¢.{t magnitude may ftill have a parallax of feveral feconds.’ He 
enumerates the difficulties attending the obfervation of their pa- 
vallax by the method ufed by Dr. Bradley, but notwithftanding 
,|| this, we cannot but think it might be practicable, at leaft in 
fome degree, if we could, as he aflerts, mcafure feconds with 
nioft as much facility and truth, as former obfervers could 
minutes. If he had given us fome example of this, by en- 
deavouring to find the parallax of fome ftar of the firft magni- 
‘ude, fuccefs herein would have been an excellent prelude, and 
miaht have made the world very attentive to the other method by 
which he hopes to take angles true to thirds, 

The method which he propofes is not new, but has, as he 
allows, been pointed out by feveral other authors; he has 
however given a far more full and clear inveftigation of the fub- 
et, than any that is to be met with elfewhere. From the ob- 
fervation he has made on fevera] double ftars, he fays, * We can 
now, with much greater Certainty, affirm the annual parallax to 
be exceedingly fmall indeed; and that there is a great probabi- 
lity of fucceeding ftill farther in this laborious but delightful 
fearch, fo as to be able at laft to fay, not only how much the 
annual parallax zs mot, but how much it really zs, 

This is mighty well; ’tis all that can be ever defired or wifhed 
for, nay all that is poffible to be performed ; but whether it too 
be not hyperbolical, will ke beft feen, by coully confisering 
the method by which he hopes to perform all this. It is 
wholly from obfervations made upon double itars, 

It will fearecly be cenied by any thinking man, that if we 
ever are to know how much tke annual parallax of the fixed ftars 
really zs, it muft be by fome method founded in mathematical 
exactnefs, and confequently fuch as can be ftriétly demonftrated, 
and depends on no fanciful hypothetical data. 

Far be the defign from us of unjuftly depreciating the labours 
cr merits of any one, much lefs thofe of to deferving and truly 
lngenious a man as Mr. Herfchel ; but at the fame time we would 
not difguife what to us appears to be the truth. It is furely fair 
then to quote his own words, 

‘It may be obferved ({ays he) that the principles upon which 
Thave founded the following theory are of fuch a nature, that 
they cannot be {tri@ly demonitrated, in confegucnce of which 
they are only propofed as poftulata, which have fo great a pro- 
bability in their favour, that they will hardly be objected to by 
_ who are in the leaft acquainted with the do@rine of 
chances, 


“ u. Let the ftars be fuppofed, one with another, to be about 
the ize of the Sun. 


* 2. Let the difference of their apparent magnitudes be owing 
to their neg: fo that a ftar of the fecond, third, 


Q3 * 


¥ 


: 
e. 








214 Philofophical Tranfactions, for the Year 1782. 


or fourth maenitude is two, three, or four times as far off as 
one of the firft.’ 

Such is the foundation of his meihod! But certainly the doc. 
trine of chances is very inapplicable, and far from anf{wering 
our expectations on fuch a fubjcct as this. To {peak our mind 
freely, if we muft fay any thing about chance, it is our opinion, 
that by the laws of chance it is more than one hundred to one, 
that it never can be determined, by any method founded on tuch 
poftulata, how much the annual parallax of any one ftar 
really zs. For what manner of reality can there be in the 
fuppoiition, that every fixed ftar is about the fize of our Sun? 

They may be ten thoufand times greater, or ten thoufand times 
lefs, and vary as much one from another, for any thing we know 
to the contrary; and it is well known that a very expert aftro- 
nomer concluded, from his obfervations made on Sirius, that 
the bulk thereof was fuch as to be equal in diameter to the 
whole annual orbit defcribed by the Earth about the Sun. As 
to the other poftulatum, that thofe ftars that appear lefs, are 
therefore at the greater diftance ; it is fo precarious, that we quef- 
tion whether it has any better foundation, than the conclufion 
of a man who, obferving that the planet AZars appeared Jefs than 
‘Jupiter, thould infer that it was alfo at a greater diftance. 
Article 12. Catalogue of Double Stars. By Mr. Herfchel, F.R.S. 

This ingenious and indefatigable ene has here givena 
catalogue, containing 269 double ftars, 227 of which, he fays, 
to his prefent knowledge, have not been noticed by any perfon. 
Article 13. Defcription of a Lamp- Micrometer, and the Method of 

ujing it. By the fame. 

This he fays is free from all > a defe&ts of other micrometers, 

and has, moreover, to recommend it, the advantage of a very 
enlarged fcale. 

Arzicle 14. 4 Paper to obviate fome Doubts concerning the great 
magnifying Powers ufed. By the fame. 

From this article we learn, that high magnifying powers 
cannot be applied indifcriminately to every celeftial object. He 
lays, © my obfervations on ¢ Bootis mention, that [ have viewed 
that {far with a magnifying power of 2010 extremely diftind; 
but upon feveral other celeftial objets I have found this power 
of no fervice. Many plaufible fuggettions have already occurred 
to account for thefe appearances ; but I wait till farther experi- 

ents thal ll have furnifhed me with more materials to reafon 
pom I'he ufe of high powers is a new and untrodden path, 
and in this attempt variety of new phenomena may be expected, 
therefure | wiih not to be in hafte to make general conclufions. 
} fhall not fait to purfue this fubject, and hope foon to be able 
to attack the celeftial bodies with a ftill ftronger armament, 


which is now preparing. 
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vi that we penned our § animadveriions’ merely with a 
yew to provoke a controverfy with Dry. PrieRicy, We were 
iaduenced by better motives, and had an object cf more import- 


ues ’ 


4 7E frankly acknowledve that we expected a reply. Not 


ace jn our eve than the honour of contention with fo eminent 


ance 

. difputant. ‘But we were too well acquainted with the clia- 
joer the charees of mifconftruction and miftuke which we 
brought avainit nis favourite work to pafs unnoticed. However, 
though we expected a reply, yet we looked not for fuch a one 
“3 we have now before us, We neither expecicad fuch comphe- 
ments as the DoCtor hath paid us, nor fuch cenfures as he hath 
palled upon us. We will not fay, that we merit the former ; 
but we will fay, that we deferve not the Jattcr, But as neither 
his compliments nor his cenfures are of any importance in the 
preleat argument, we will difmifs both, afcer remarking, that 
his declaring that he had © no intention of hurting the Monthly 
Review,’ though very civil, was altogether neediefs; and that 
ifhe had not been fo much in hafte, but had put fome little re- 
flraint on himfelf, and had waited till the fecond part of our 
Review of bis work had been publifhed, he would not have 
talked of our © exhibiting its fuppoied detects only, without men- 
tioning any cue thing, with retpect to its object or execution, that 
ls praile- worthy or even right.’ “This reflection is the more ine 
excufeable, as we announced another Articic, at the conclufion 
of the firft, in which a general view of the Dodctor’s work was 
laid to be the chief, and indeed only fubjeét of it. [t is now be- 
fore the Public, and fumciently juftifies us from the Dodior’s 
cenfure, 

In other and more important refpects ply by no means 
aniwers the expectations which our opinion of Dr. rieuley’s great 
avilities had led us to form. We were indeed under no alarming 
apprehentions of a total difcomfiture. We hada good opinion of 
the ground we had taken, and of the caufe in which we were en- 
gaged. But we had noclaim to infallibility ; neither did we affect 
the airs of thofe dogmatilts who feem to think themfelves en- 
tiled toit. We might have been miltaken: we might have 
milconceived our Author’s meaning ; and though we were cer- 
fain that we had not wilfully mifreprefented the authoritics io 
wich we appealed, yet we were not fure that we had not mif- 
eprelented them through ignorance or inadvertence. We re. lly 
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pofieffed thefe diffident fentiments ; and under their influence 
we felt ourfelves perfectly difpofed to acknowledve § any rea] 
overfichts’ into which we might have been betrayed. In fhort, we 
were prepared to fulfil our engagement with Dr. Pricitley without 
referve or hefitation, if he had fulfilled the condition on which jt 
was made. ‘That he hath zct, it is now our bufinefs to prove, 

The prefent pamphiet is divided into feven fections : the titles 
of which we will here enumerate, and examine the contents of 
them in the order in which they ftand. 

Sect. 1. Of the Nazarenes, Ebionites, and Alogi. 2, Of 
the Inference from Hegelippus. 3. Of what may be inferred 
from Juftin Martyr concerning the State of Opinions in his 
Time. 4. Of the Quotation from Eufebius ; and Tertullian’s 
Account of the ancient Unitarians more particularly confidered, 
5. Of my being charged with advancing that Juftin Martyr 
was the firft that flarted the Notion of Chrift’s Pre-exiftence, 
6. Of the Do@trine of the Miraculous Conception. 7 Mifcel- 
laneous Articles. Conclufion. 

In the fir? fection, Dr. Pricftley adheres to his former pofi. 
tion, that the Nazarenes and Ebionites were the fame people; 
and for the farther confirmation of it, he produces a new tefti- 
mony from one of the moft learned of the Fathers. ¢ I think, 
fays he, it may be clearly inferred from Jerom’s Epiftle to Auf- 
tin, that the Ebionites, the Minei, and the Nazarenes *, were 
all the fame people. How then have I been fo precipitate as the 
Reviewer fuys I have becn, in concluding that the Nazarenes 
and Ebionites were the fame people?’ * How differently (to re- 
fer to an exclamation of Dr. Prieftley’s) co we judge of things 
being’ clearly inferred! It is fomewhat fingular, that the paf- 
fage to which the Dodtor hath fent us by a marginal reference 
(for he hath not guoted one word from it) fhould turn out to be 
the very pailage that we intended to produce, it we fhould be 
called upon for that frrong reafon, by which we were inclined to 
think that the members of both fects differed confiderably in are 
ticles of faith, notwithiianding there was fuch a point of agrees 
ment between them in the outward fervices of religion as might 
in the end Jead to a nearer intercourfe, and make a writer, fo 
Jate and fo inaccurate as Epiphanius, repretent them as equally 
tainted with the fame corrupt principles +. 

It 


* Why were the Cerinrhians omitted? Jerom places them with the 
Ebionites in the preceding featenc:: anu if the Nazarenes and the 
Ebionites were the fame people, it may with equal clearnefi of 
evidence be inferred tha: they were the fame people with ihe Cerins 
thians likewife, 

+ There is nothing more common than for prejudiced writers, or 
Careieis aug fuperficial inguirers, to fall into the fame error as Epi- 

phaniuse 
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It will be proper to produce the paffage from Jerom in his 
own words, that the Reader may determine how far Dr. Priett- 
lev’s infurence 1S fupported by it *. Quid dicam Fletionttis qua 
Chriftianos efle fe fimulant 2? Utque hodie per totes drientis {yna- 
-ovas inter Judzos herefis eft, que dicitur Mineorum, et a 
vharifeis nunc ufque damnatur, quos vulgo Nazareos nuncu- 
pant, qui credunt in Chriftum ilium Det, natum de Virgine 
Maria, et eum dicunt gui fub Pontio Pilato pafius eft, et retur- 
rex't, in guem et nos credimus.” i.e. %* But why fhould J fpeak 
ofthe Ebionites, who have only the femblance of Chriftians ? For 
even to this very day, through all the :ynagogues of the Eaft, 
there is a fect among the Jews, called the Mine: (condemned even 
now by the Vharilees), which feét they more generally cali by the 
name of the Nazarenes, who believe in Chrift the Son of God, 
and they profefs that he was born of the Virgin, fuffered under 
Pontius Pilate, and rofe again: in wher aljo we belteve.” 

Js it fo very clear from this pailage chat tne L-bion:tes and the 
Nazarenes were the {ame people, and held the fame tenets? 
Would not a plain reader be ready to draw from it an inference 
the very reverie to that which was fo ¢lear/y revealed to Dr. 
Priefticy? Let the Reader confider for a moment who Jerom 
was; and what princ:p'es both he and his friend St. Auftin pro- 
fefled refpecting Chrift. Jerom had converfd much with the 
Nazarenes, and had even lived with. them tn all the habits of 
the moft familiar intercourfe. We cannot fuppote that a per- 
fon of his fagacity could be unacquainted with their principles ; 





phanivs. A union in fome diftinguifhing points of practice will lead 
fuch writers to conclude that they unite in principle; and hence 
both feéts will be coniounded, as if there was little or no diilinc- 
tion between them. We have a very ftriking inftance of a mifrepre- 
fentation of this fort in a Note of a learned commentator (bat too fall 
of zeal for the Romifh church) on Len: us’s chapier concerning the 
Stionites, Wewilltranierteor, ‘ Hane impieiatem (vz. Ebioni- 
tarum) poftea fufcisarunt Samofateniani et Photiniasi, ut tradit Au- 
puiinus in Libyo de Haref. Cap. quadragef. quart. Et hac feculo 
in cancem impegerunt Servetiani ac Seguaces; cujus erroris Calyini- 
anos Cacant fe habere confortes et patronas.? Something like Epipha- 
hius, when fpeaking ot the community of the Naezarenes and the 
bbionites, ExaT EEO» Az0 TUS 64.2 “oye pbas TH ETERW [Ai TiO0) Kee Who will 
fay that Epi hantus was not as litte * to be depended on’ (to ufe Dr. 
1.8 OWn words concerning this very hiflorian) in his account of the 
coalition of the ancient parties, as Peuardentius in his aecount of the 
coalition of the modern? Suppofe there was no other hiftorian of the 
vervetians and Calvinifis, might not this Note be confidered by fome 
lature writer as a clear proof chat they were one and the fame people, 
and held in common the fame tenets? 


* Vid. Hieron. Op. tom. ii. Avguflin, Epift. $9. p. 228. edit. 
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efpecially thofe which refpected the ieading articles of the 
Chriftian faith. Now, if they had entertained the fame degrad- 
ing fentiments of Chiift as the Eb: on ites did, would he have 
placed them in fo Rakes a contralt f Would he have repre. 


fented the latter as di//emilers, and ——— the former as 
beltevers ; helicvers too im tac fame Cbrift, in W hom hi nifelf, and 


» © 
. 


Auftin, and the Catholics of thut age believed f——But we hoon 
the epa lage to {peak for a POT, m ine view in which we ive 
it, it is too car to need acomment. Nor are we fingular in 
this opinion , fince one of the mott acute and penetratiny Critics 
in ecclefialical antiquity hath pronounced this very paflage to be 

APERTISSIMUM VESTIMONIUM * 5—the cleareft and mof! decifive 
proof of our conjecture :—we call it conjec/ure, for we are cau- 
tious of Jaying down demenfiraiive propofitions. 

Dr. P rieftley hath, without che leaft qualification or referve, 
aflerted in his hiftory, that * both Origen and ELpiphanius ae. 
knowledze that the Nazaiencs and Ebionstes were the fame people, 
and held the fame tenets.2 We called on Dr. Prieftley tor a 
proof of this affertion. As it was made with Senn, it we 
to be prefumed, that it was made on the grounds of clear evi- 
dence. We never met with any thing relating to the Nazarenes 
in Orizen. But we dared not aflert, that no other perfon 
had. We had, however, our fulp icions; and to put an end to 
them at once, we defired Dr, rPriefiley would point out that pait 
of the learned lather’s works in wiich he met with the ace 
knowledement he mentions. ‘Yo this requett of ome Dr. Prieft- 
ley hath thovgit proper to make the { Mowing reply :—* This 
writer (*.¢. the Reviewer) wifhes to know in what om of Ori- 
gen’s works | find any mention of the Nazarenes, I anfiver, 
that as he defcribes the opinions of the Etionites as being the 
fame with thofe which others alcribe to the Nazarcnes, he /uf- 
fcrently = to have had no idea of any difference between 


them. But Lown [ expreifed myfelf rather incorreatly, when 
1 faid * ‘he aclk:now!edged’ there was no difference between 


them. ‘Tillemont fays, ‘that Origen feems to have confounded 
the two {e&is; fo that the exprefiion is pretty nearly the fame 
with my own.’ With this difference, however (we beg leave to 
aud), that the one entrenches bienfelf within the fecure cover of 
conjecture ; and the other, with an unguarded front, tleps for- 
ward on the hazardous groun id of aflertion: the one medeftly 
fays, © he fcems to have made no diflinctien ;’ the other confi- 
dently declares that he did make none! ‘Villemont, indeed, feems 
convinced that his hypothelis could not be fupported by direct 
evidence ; and Dr, Price (ley was content to take up with Tille- 
mont’s iv/erence, inilead of a pofitive proof. For, in fact, it 








was an inierence that was incapable of proof. The proof (if 
© Luli: judi, Ecclef, Cathol, . ap ti, § J Ae 
any 
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“se could ee, on which we might rely) is to be found 

ai wr Hae, ° 
an indifferent Reader may perhaps ftop the difputants in 
this career Of Controverty, and afk them, of what importance it 
‘3 to the main object of the debate between them, to know what 
the opinions of the Nazarenes were ; efpecially as it Is a point 
asreed upon between both, that thefe N: Zarencs, whatever their 
principles of faith might have becn, were ignorant and bigoted 
obfervers of the Mofaic Law, which both the orthodox and the 
heretics acknowledge to have been abrogated by the death of 
Chit? Do they ttand fo high tn the feale of authority, that 
we fhould sppeal to them in the decifion of a queftion which 
refpected the naiure and perfon of Jefus Chrift ? What is gained 
on the one hand, and what is loft on the other, by fettling this 
difpute, fuppofing it capable of being fettled at all? —A very 
proper queftion ! and the anfwer we th HM] make to it 1s this : 
That thouch the believers in the pre-exiftence of Chrift have a 
thoufand teftimonies to appeal to in proof of their faith, yet this 
feems to be the laf refort of the Socinian, when he is called 
on to produce authority for his principles in the primitive ages. 
Deprive the Socinian of this twig of antiquity, and ke is ready to 
make the fame lamentable outcry that was made by Micah in 
old times, ** You have taken away my gods in which {i trufted, 
‘“ and what have [ more!” ** Proculdubio” (fays a Commen- 
tator on the original Socinian Catechifm by Cred/ius, Ruarus, 
Schlichtingius and Wijfouwatius) ** itague Apoftoiorum diferoult, 
“ ipio [ Juftino] antiquiores, eadem cum Nazarxis primis illis 
“ Chriftianis docuére : ialtem nil contrarium ex genuinis eorum 
 fcriptis elici poteft. jam vero Nazarezorum nomine piimos 
* Chriftianorum in Judza appellatos fuifle, ex A@t. xxiv. 3.14. 
‘ atque ex antiquitatis monumentis minefeftum eft.” The 
argument drawn out in form is the following: The firft 
Chriftians were called Nazarenes. Thofe who a'tterwards went 
by that name were heir genuine followers. But thofe fuc- 
ceeding Nazarenes did not beiieve that Jefus Chriit had a pre- 
exiftent nature; therefore it was not a doétrine believed by the 
hrft Chriftians, becaufe the later Nazarenes trenfmitted their 
opinions (at leaft on this head) in their original purity, without 

the adulterations of thofe who were afterwards called orthodox, 
There are many things in this argument which may be 
doubted ; and fome which may be denied. If the Nazarenes 
were the members of the original church of Chrift, and the ge- 
Nuine followers of the Apottles, how came they fo far to coun- 
teract the defign of the chiiltian inftitution, as to mix with the 
Ordinances of the gofpel the abrogated ceremonies of the Mofaic 
law? Was fuch conduét in any refpect authorized by the New 
Teftament ? Was it not in direct oppofition both to the conduct 
and 
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and inftructions of the apoftie Paul? We know what fuch a Na. 
zarene as Toland would fay on this fubjeét. But what would 
Wr. rrieftlev fay ?—-ijf the Nazarencs were people of fuch low 
and carna! fentiaents, fo weak in their underfiandings, and fo 
fuperititious in their practices, can we deem them fit authorities 
to be appealed to, in contradiction to the concurrent teftimony 
of the moft eminent lights of the primitive church ? Ifin points 
of practice, in which the laws delivered for their direQion were 
fo clear and definite, they ftill pertinacioufly adhered to old and 
exploded cuftoms, which the Gofpel had rendered totally ufe- 
lefs, is it a matier of any furprize that they fhould have fallen 
into fome errors of faith, and maintained, with an obftinacy pe- 
culiar to their race, fome of the falfe prejudices of the Jews ree 
Jating to the nature and qualifications of the Meffiah? 

For our part, we are ready to confefs, that if the Nazarenes 
were with the Ebionites given up to the Socinians, who are fo 
eaper to claim them as the'r elder brethren, we do not perceive 
the very great advantage they would gain by fuch an acquifition, 
We do not difpute this point with Dr. Priefiley, becaufe we 
think that any cflential part of the argument relating to the na- 
ture and perfon of Chrilt, turns upon the iflue of this doubtful 
controveriy, but merely becaufe we think he is (we repeat our 
former words) ** too precipitate in concluding that the Nazarenes 
“6 and the Ebionites were the fame people.” He appeals to Epi- 
phanius: though Epiphanius * acknowledges that there was a 
difference between them, but he could not exaétly tell in 
what refpects, “Phus the matter is in fome degree left in ob- 
feurity even by Dr. Prieftley’s principal evidence. And yet, 
when this very evidence is urged on another oceafion, the Doc- 
tor flights it as totally infufficient to eftablith the fact. * Epi- 
phanius (fays he) is certainly the leaft to be depended upon of 
any of the fathers.” Thus we make evidence fhift fides by 
turns, juft as it happens to favour or thwart our caufe ! 

Dr, Pricftley is not always careful to keep clear of gratuitous 
afieition. itis a compendious method cf argument; but unlefs 
it comes from an oracle, we have a right to admit or reject it 
juft as we pleafe. * No peifon, fays he, can, I think, refle& 
upon this fubjeCt with proper ferioufnels, without thinking it a 
little remarkable that the Jewifh Chriflians, in fo early an age as 
they are tpoken of, fhould be acknowledged to believe nothing 
either of the divinity or even of the pre exiftence of Chrift, if 





x 2 ne we \ ‘ ‘ 5 ; ‘ 
Hers Meics os ex oda Fie, Eb, vl’ THTWY Wloekonacrev Tees KncwSor 


A 


Mégives jf A - an Bevies dir va@ EWE? Ns nui n aAnstesce ENS Ove. TEUAae 
lig agi. &C. Xe. Epiph. Her. lib, 1.29 § 7. 

Vid. Lib. 1. 30 Y 2. ArxQegoilas mev evegos meee Tov eregoy Kala The Edit. 
Petavii. Colon. 1682, p. 1256 


either 











-_ i —~——e 


Gin Ge ene 














Pricftley’s Reply. 22% 


either of thofe do@rines had been taught them by the Apoftles.” 
On the fame mode of realoning, and with equal propriety, we 
mizht fay,—It is a little extraordinary, that the Jewifh Chrift- 
‘ans fhould have c yntinued fuch zealous adherents to the rituals 
of the Mofa:e Law, if they had been explicitly taughe that they 
were abrogated by the death of Chrift. Can we fuppofe any 
who owned the truth of the Gofpel, to have remained ignorant 
of one grand defign of its promulgation, if that defion had been 
properly delineated and explained f Or could they have perfe- 
vered in an obftinate refiftance to it, if it had been enforced by 
proper authority ? . 

But fuppofe we deny the main part of Dr. Pricftley’s affertion, 
viz. that the Fewi/h Chriftians in fo early an aze believed no- 
thing either of the divinity or of the pre-exi/lence of Chrifi,— how 
will he be able to fupport it by any thing better than by adding 
aflertion to aflertion ? If he makes his appeal to the Nazarenes, 
we have already told him (and we think not without fome /rong 
reafins) that we will not admit it as a proof. We will not ad- 
mit, without better evidence than hath already been produced, that 
the perfons who believed in the fame ‘fefus that Jerom did; who 
were declared by Auftin to have confeffed that Chrift was the Son 
sf Ged, in contradiftinétion to the Cerinthians and the Ebionites, 
who are declared by the fame Father, and in the fame chapter, 
to have acknowledged Chrift to have been ne misre than a man 
(tastummodo hominem dicunt)—-we will not admit that fuch 
perfons, who received fuch teftimonies from Catholic Fathers, 
who to the appellation of the Son of God, affixed the idea of a 
nature diftinét from humanity, are proper vouchers for the Soci- 
nian hypothefis. 

The appeal to the Ebionites is in one refpeét lefs equivocal ; 
but in another refpeét it is equally infufficient and unfatisfac- 
tory. Weeflecem them no better authorities than the Cerinth- 
ians, or the Carpocratians, or the Marcionifts, or any of the 
other fects that feparated themfelves from the communion of the 
Catholics, or were rejected by them on account of the corrupt 
principles and practices which they maintained and followed. 
What if it can be proved that fuch or fuch opinions were ef- 
pouled and zealoufly contended for, even in the apoftolic age? 
Will this eftablith their truth ? But if we are to look up to the 
Ebionites as the faithful witneiles of Chrift, the genuine re- 
mains of the firft church of ‘Jewith believers, why receive only 
apart of their teftimony ? why admit the doGrine of the mira~ 
Culous conception ;—a doétrine which the true, original, une 
adulterated K.bionites condemned, like Trypho the Jew, as a 
go's ablurdity ? Thefe were the ftandards of antient fimplicity ! 
at lealt fimplicity of Chriftian doétrine; though the veil of 
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Mofes was over their faces, and the yoke of the old law fet. 
tered their necks ! 

It is impoffible for Dr. Prieftley to prove that the major part 
of the Jewifh converts in the firft ages of Chriftianity denied 
the pre-exiftence of Chrift. One of them explicitly bore his 
teftimony to the doétrine: and we have no writings of any of 
them in which it is contradicted. And what deferves fome re- 

ard is the teftimony of Eufebius, who in the fourth book of his 
Ecelefiaftical Hiflory, chap. §. informs us, that the earlier Bifhops 
of ferujfalem (whom he calls the faithful Hebrews) through a 
very contiderable fucceflion, embraced the pure knowledge of ‘Fefus 
Chrift [rv yuwrw te Xpice ponoiws naradeEaolxs] and were eficem- 
ed warthy of the office they held by thofe who were competent judges of 
their meetnefs for it. Would Eufebius have faid this, if the He- 
brews who profefled Chriftianity had been Ebionites? Would 
he have borne this remarkable teftimony to their fidelity, even 
on the credit of others who had fpoken in their favour, if he 
had known they were the original members of the feét he ab- 
horred? And if they had been of that fect, he muft have known 
it: at leaft he had a better chance of knowing it than a modern 
hiftorian. Ina word, would £ujebius have acknowledged that 
they received in fincerity the faith of Chrift, if they had been 
in fact the very heretics who rejeced (as he tells us the Ebionites 
did) the Epifiles of St. Paul, and made no account of any Gofpel, 
but that which was called after the Hebrews ? [Vid. lib. iii, 
Cap. 27. | 

{f what we have advanced on this fubject fhould be deemed 
unfatisfactory, we would refer the Reader to a more ample dif- 
cuffion of it in Bull’s Fudicium Ecclef. Cathal. a book which 
fome may affect to defpife, but which very few poflefs the learn- 
ing to anfwer ; efpecially that part of it which concerns the pre- 
fent debate between the Reviewer and Dr. Prieftley. 

With refpe& to the Alogi, as we have no account of them but 
what we meet with in Epiphanius (who gave them that name, 
becaufe they did not acknowledge Jefus Chrift to be the Logos) 
we muft be content with what he hath faid of them, though 
Dr. Prieftley was undoubtedly at liberty to call his conjecture 
* that thofe perfons, and others like them, were the Antichrift of the 
Apocalypfe,’ very abfurd, But when Epiphanius fays, that they 
rejected the writings of St. John, we fee no reafon for difbeliev- 
ing him. For why might not the Alogi have rejected the writ- 
ings of St. John, as well as the Ebionites the writings of St. 
Paul? We fee nothing abjurd in this conjecture. We rather 
think it highly probable. If a Socinian of modern times was 
fo offended with the Introdu€tion to St. John’s Gofpel as to re- 


ject it, becaufe it contained paflages concerning the Logos that 
he 
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h- could not reconcile with his creed, why might not thofe an- 
rent Socinians have extended that liberty a little farther; and, 
for the reafon that their fucceflor rejected a part, have, with 
more confiltency, rejedted the whole ?-—We inadvertently charg- 
ej Sam, Crellias with this picce of Socinian freedom. He 
however had fome mode ly, and only attempted to alter the text, 
under the pretence of réforing it: but it was Danicl Zwicker 
(acer et vchemens Elisnita, as Bilhop Bull calls him) who, bee 
caufe he could not bend this ftubborn preface to his * own pur- 
pofe, got rid of the difficulty by the fhorteft and furcit way, 
and re} eSed the whole as an interpolation I 

We proceed to Dr. P rieftley? s fecond fection —* Of the infe- 
rence from Hegefippus.’ He ftill maintains that it is highly pros 
bable that this a ancient writer was an Ebionite ; though he hath 
given no new reafon for the fuppofition, unlefs the. following 
be deemed one: * Hegefippus gusting the fame Gofpel that was 
in ufe among the Ebionites , may alfa be urged as a prefumption 
that he was one of them.’ To this prefimption we need only 
oppofe the words “ very learned and (even to Dr. Pricftley) 
impartial and unbiafled writer, Dr, ph seme : *¢ It was no un- 
ufual thing for the antient Chriitians to quote Jewith, as well as 
Heathen books, without intending to give them any authority.” 
But how did Heyefippus quote the Gofpel according to the He- 
brews? —(for fo it is written by Eufebius) and what was that 
Gofpel ? This gueftion cannot be an{wered more fatisfactorily 
than by the laborious and accurate judge we have juft quoted : 
—and whofe name (let his religious fentiments be ever fo dif- 
ferent from our own) we never mention without veneration.— 
The pafiazge in Eufebius refpecting Hegelippus is the follow- 
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. And yet Dr. Prie fey fays that this inrroduction is zx suplicable 
unle/s upon = a cE pees. —Inftead of fayi-; yy ‘* In the beginning 
was the Word,” only fubt.itute Wifdem, or Poser, or Energy, or fome 
fuch term, or fe ase fuch ia conjunstion, and a!l the darknefs which 
hath io long enveloped this paflage will difap ppene like the mift of the 
morning be fore the r ifing San Th: Word was God, i.e. ** The 
“Word (or Divine wilcom and power) is not fomething different 
** from God, but, being ow wifdom and power, zs God.” He was 
in the world, ver. 10. © The fenfe is, in procefs of time the Word 
“became incarnate ; that is, abode on the perfon of Fefus Chrift, and 
“fo conve:fed in the world among men. God communicated his 
“ Word, that is, a vat efufion of “his divine power and wifdom, to 
his Son, the Lord Chrilt.” Aud the Word was made ficfh, ver. 14. 
le. “di d abide on and inhabit a human perfon, the perton of Jefus 
‘ Chrift, and fo was (i.e. in appearance) made fleth, or man.” —This 
is the true > ocinian intetpretation ; and the wriier had fo good an 
—— of it, that he favs, ** This notion of the Word will lead a 
man through all che diftculsies of this chapter.” Brief Hifl, of she 
Uni larians, 0. 28 
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ing: & He (i.e. Hepefippus) takes fome things out of the Gof 
‘6 pel according to the Hebrews, and out of the Syriac: and in 
«¢ particular out of the Hebrew tongue, manifeiting here by that 
€¢ he is one of the taithful among the Hebrews.” §* Let this 
paffage (fays Dr. Lardner) be allowed to be ever fo obfcure, I 
think it affords proof that there was a Hebrew Gofpel in the 
time of Hegefippus, and that he made ufe of it. But how 
far we cannot fay. Here is nathing to help us to determine the 
queftion, whether this Gofpel, according to the Hebrews, written 
in the Syriac language, but in Hebrew letters, was a tranflation 
or an original.” Surely Dr Prieftley need not be informed that 
it hath been much difputed (and to this day it is not fettled) 
amonv the learned, whether the Gofp:!, according to the He. 
brews, may not mean St. Matthew’s Gofpel, which Papias fays 
was originally written in Hebrew, and which Epiphanius de- 
clares did actually exift in that language. Dr. Lardner is by no 
means difpofed to acknowledge that Hegefippus made quota- 
tions from the Gofpel in ufe among 'h Ebzonites; and gives his 
reaion for it in his Credibility of the Gofpel Hiffory, vol. i. patt 2. 
p. 318. 

r. Prieftley attempts to get rid of our objections to his in- 
ference refpeéting Hegefippus in the following manner ; 

* My opponent fays, ‘* It is as remarkable that Hegefippus fhould 
«« have omitted the Cerinthians as the Ebionites.” How differently 
do we judge of things being remariadle or extraordinary! | {ee nothing 
at ali extraordinary in the omiflion cf the Cerinthians in this lilt of 
heretics by Hepefippus, as they were only one branch of the Gnof- 
tics, fevera) of whom are in his lift. And it is not improbable that 
thefe Cerinthians, having been one of the earliefi branches, might 
have been very inconfiderable, perdaps exting&t in his time. I do not 
know that they are mentioned by any antient writer as exifling fo 
Jate as the time of Hegefippus ; and as they feem to have been pretty 
much confined to fome parts of Afia Minor, and efpecial!y Galatia, 
which was very remote from the feat of the Ei ionites, they might 
never have extended fo far; aad therefore he mig/t not have heard 
much about them. Whereas the Ebionites were at that time in their 
full vigour, and though their opinions (being then aimott univerfal 
in what was called the Catholic church) had not begun ‘o give offence, 
they were afterwards the object of the moft violent hatred to other 
churches, and continued to be fo as long as they fubfifted.’ 

We remember not to have ever read a paflage in which we 
met with fo much aiffertion without proof, and without pro- 
bability, as this which we have now tranfcribed ! To examine 
every part of it minutely would lead us beyond the proper limits 
of an article for the Review: confidering alfo, how much ftill 
lies before us! But we muft not bring an accufation without 
producing proof, 

Wether the Cerinthians exifted as a fe@ in the days of He- 
scfippus, is not the gueitions The fame unfatisfaétory reply 
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might have been made with refpect to fome other heretics 
mentioned by this antient writer. It is alfo of little importance 
where was the grand feat of their herefies, The other herefi 
fourifhed at as great a diftance from Judea as Galatia was : cv" 
Hezefippus was full as likely to be acquainted with the one ; 
with the other. There is not the fhadow of reafon in this 
ygument, even fuppofing the ground on which it is urged er 
granted to Dr. Prieftley in its utmoft extent. It will be pro- 
per £0 attend to what Eufebius advances on this head ae ol 
authority to which an appeal can be made) O de wures (i.e. He nd 
fiypus) Kut TH MAT AUTWY aipeseay TAL APXAL tall Na 
nray. He does not merely mention the fects which flourif ‘d 
inhis own day, and as they branched forth into various sei 
} fictions ; but he traces them to their refpective roots: i aes 
only gives you a hiftory of /eé?s, but of the founders of ‘hon 
100. Now if ove who had been the founder of a fect th ~s 
mentioned by almoft every ecclefiaftical writer (lon af : 
Hegefippus) be omitted in a fhort extraé, fhall ~ Bia seg 
fer that he was omitted in the original hides Ceri a 
omitted in the lift of heretics—at leaft in as extr a fr : 
that lit preferved by Eufebius. Are we thence . inf jis 
Hegehippus was a Cerinthian ? Yes,—with as good rf +. 
Dr. Prieftley infers that he was an Ebionite baceale th f a 
a a ee there is nothing faid sbost ab ka. 
he ion. ne conclufion ftand ine 
with the other ; and we think both inde 
Be pafs on to a pofition in the quotation juft eis from Dr 
rieflley’s Reply, that we read twice before we were fatish d 
pu emeoeny his meaning. ‘ Their opinions (i. e thofe 
e Ebionites) being then alm in wha 
1 the Catholic deci, had en ioe a i alan , 
Sou han ee —_— reprefics the language which 
for an affertion fo proundiefe as: this. ‘We ban ont porn 
mark in general, that every teftimony of ever Ci holie Fs we 
a age hee acainft it. I: would be cndlef ‘> panties 
ances, e fhall on 
- . his great work f, ater fi Henan (4 ? f ecu 
emned by true Chriftians * :—a fect that di aan to 
oy ays om = important difpenfation of God, and. nalli 
rediction F : 
8 a befotted ol comennaenie oak. i re sap te 
logue of thofe heretics that deft Soe cea eee, 
at deftroyed the peace, and marred the 
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beauty of the church. Now when were thefe charges againft the 
Ebionites brought? In an age pofterior to that of Hegefippus? 
No. It was at the very time when Hegefippus wrote, that thefe 
heretics * began to give offence? to the Catholics. Dr. Cave 
places Irenaeus defore Heyefippus: and Dr. Lardner fixes the 
date of them fo near to cach other, that they may be juftly con- 
fidered as contemporarics. Valefius fays,—Hegefippus Irena> 
equalis, Were the Ebionites the univerfal or almoff the univerfal 
members of that Catholic church, which Irenzus informs us § in 
a ftrain of pious exultation, ** though difperfed over the face of 
** the whole earth, having received the true faith, preferved it 
** carefully and uniformly ; fo uniformly as if it dwelt in one 
‘* houfe, and poflefled but one heart and one foul?” Could 
he pofflibly have uttered this language, if the ** vain Ebionites *,” 
as he calls them, had been the principal members of the Chrift- 
ian church, in his and in Hegefippus’s days? ‘The fuppofition is 
not only groundlefs, by having no proof; but it is a {uppofition 
which every evidence both negative and pofitive tends to over- 
throw. 

The reafons which lead us to conclude that Hegefippus was 
no Ebionite are thefe +:—He informs us that he vifited the 
churches, and found the bifhops whom he met at Rome of 
one mind, and of the fame principles. Now what thofe prin- 
‘ ciples were, Irenzeus hath informed us. ‘The teftimony of He- 
gelippus is the teftimony of a friend who admired their unity 
of faith :—that faith which had been defended many years be- 
fore by Juftin Martyr, both in his celebrated Apology addrefled 





§ Lib. 1. Cap. 3. Taving Try Wis WS TLONPNAEYy N EXMANTIA KATES EY oAw 
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* Vani autem et Zdionzi unitionem Dei & hominis per fidem non 
recipientes, &c. &c. Vid. Lib, v. cap. 1. 

+ There is no reafon to fappofe that the original Ebionites believed 
in the miraculous conception, The author ot the Apo/lolical Con/fitu- 
tions (Lib, vi. cap. 6.) fays, ‘* Amongft us the Edionives have jut 
made their appearance, who maintain that the Son of God is a mere 
man, begotten by an aét of carnal enjoyment through the intercourfe 
of Jofeph and Mary.” E& xdonz csdcos % cuumrcxns Isoz? x, Mapiase 
Dr. Prieftley himfelf fays—* that becaufe neither Juitin Martyr nor 
Irenzus fpeak of any other Ebionites than thofe who maintained 
that Chrift was the proper fon of ‘7o/esb, the miraculous conception 
had not gained any ground even among them till a later period.’ 
We could not defire a conceflion more favourable to our opinion; 
and on the footing of it, we may aflert, with fome confidence, that 
Hegefippus was no Ebsonite: for, in {peaking of Jude the brother of 
Chriit, he exprefsly makes a diflinction which an Ebionite would 
have deemed impertinent. Ts KATA SAPKA Aryousse avle ad:dfee 
Ecce. Hilt. lib. iii. cap. 20. 
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to the emperor Antoninus Pius; and fill more explicitly avow- 
ed and maintained in his Dialogue with Trypho.—Again, Eufe- 
bius fpeaks of Hegefippus in the fame terms of refpect as he 
goth of the other and moft crthodox Fathers of the primitive 
church; he calls him one of the delieving Hebrews, and {peaks 
of his five books concerning the preaching of the Apoltles, as 
containing a clear and authentic account of the fubjects of which 
he treated, We again afk, if Eufebius would have borne fucha 
tetimony as this to the character and writings of Hegefippus, 
if he had been an Ebionite { ?—a member of a feet poffe/fed (as 
Kufebius fays) by @ malignant demon ¢ 

But it will bé right to let Dr. Prieftley defend his hypothefis 
likewife; and we have fo little fear of aay injury it can do to 
our’s, that we may fuffer it to pafs without a remark. ¢ 

‘ That Hegefippus, though an Unitariau himfelf, fhould fpeak as 
ke does of the ftate of opinions in the feveral churches which he vi- 
fied, as then retaining the right faith, is, I think, very natara!. 
The only herefy that difturbed the Apotile John, and therefore other 

ewifh Chriltians in general, was that of the Gnottics; and almoft 
all the eleven d‘fferent kinds of herefie-, enumerated by this writer, 
are probably only different branches of that one great herefy. If, 
therefore, the churches which he vifited were free from Gnotticifin, 
he would naturally fay chat they rerained the right faith. For as to 
the doctrine of the perfanifcation of the Logos, held then by Juitin 
Martyr, and perhaps a few others, 1¢ was not, in its origin, fo very 
alarming a thing; and very probably this plain man had not at all 
conidered tts nature and tendency. 

‘ He as an Unitarian, believed that all the extraordinary power 
exerted by Chriit was that of the Father refid'ng in him, and fpeak- 
ing and acting by him; and he might imagine that thefe phuofo- 
phifing Chriftians, men of great name, and a credit to the caufe, held 
in fat the fame thing, when they faid that this Logos of theirs was 
not the Logos of the Gnoltics, but that of John the Evangelift, or the 
wifdom and power of God himfelf. And though this migét appear 
tohim as a thing that he could not well underitand, he might not 
think that there was any herefy, or much harm in it. Had he been 
told (but tnis he could only have had from infpiration) that th's {pe- 


cious perfonification of the divine Logos would, about two centuries 


afterwards, end in the doctrine of the perfect equality of the Son with 
the Father, this plain good man might have been a little ftartled. 

* That Eufebius, and others, fhould {peak of Hegefippus with re- 
fpect (from which my critic argues, that ‘* he could not pofibly have 
been an Ebionite,”) appears to me nothing extraordinary, though it 
frould have been known to them that he was one; confide:ing that 
they qaoce him only as an bifforian; and /uppofing, what is very pro- 


ena 





t Eufebius was not accuftomed to conceal the errors of thofe whofe 
Writings he quotes—even of the orthodox themfelves. He frankly 
acknowledged the miftakes of Papias and Irenzus, to fay nothing 
®f Tatian and others. 
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bable, that he did not treat particularly of do&rinal matters, but 
confined himfelf to the ats of the ApoNles, and other hiltorical cir. 
cumftances attending the propagation of the Gofpel ; efpecially as 
he was the only hiflorian of that age, and had always been held in 
eileem. A man who is Once in pollefiion of the peneralgood opinion 
wll not be cenfured lightly, efpecaily by fuch men as Eofebius, 
Can it be fuppofed alfo that bufebius, in exprefsly quoting aatient 
authorities againkt thefe who beld the opinion of the imple humanity 
of Chrift, would not have ci:ed Eeeetippus as weli as lrenzus, Judin 
Martyr, and others, if he could have found any thing in him for his 
purpofe? This may be contidered as a proof thet there was nothing 
ja that work unfavourable to the do@trine of the Ebionites. A nega. 
tive argument can hardly be fronger than this.’ 

We may pafs fuch an argument without remark; but not to 
fioht itentirely, we muft obferve in what little ftead it will 
fland the Doctor or his caufe, if one thing be confidered, viz, 
that Eufebius in exprefsly quoting antient authorities egaink 
thofe who held the opinion of the fimple bumanity of Chrift, 
hath not cited either Athenageras or Theophilus (both con- 
temporaries with Irenzeus) notwithitanding he could (and Dr, 
Prieftley will acknowledge it) have found many things, very 
many and very ftriking things, in them for his purpofe. If we 
had only a few fragments of their writings, in which was no 
mention of their belief of the divine pre-exiftent nature of 
Chrift, Dr. Prieftley, on the footing of his own argument, 
would conclude that their original works contained nothing 
favourable to the doctrine! 

\We confider the obfervations we have made on the ftate of 
opinions in the primitive churches, as a fufficient reply to the 
main part of Dr, Prieftley’s reafonings in the third and fourth 
fections of this pamphlet. His reafonings have fcarcely a pre- 
tenfion to proof. They are inferences derived from what he 
confefies to be only ° incidental circum/tances;’ but {carcely work- 
ed even into a plaufible form by all his ingenuity. If direét 
evidence from writers of great credit and high antiquity is to 


‘be rejected, there muft at once be an end to all debate. We 


cannot reafon with a man who will indulgé himfelf in fpecu- 
lations @ priori ; treat plain teflimony as the prejudices of party 
and fyftem; and when urged to confront it by-what is more 
plain, betake himf<lf to the refuge of private conjeCture. Be- 
caufe Tertullian, in his reply to Praxeas, fpeaks of the common 
people,—the mere ignorant vulcar (who, fays he, contemptu- 
oufly, cfways make up the bulk of believers !) as fhocked at the 
do&rine-of the Trinity, which (unlefs upon the patripaffian- 
fcheme) evidently appeared to them to deftroy the unity of. the 
Deity, thergfore Dr. Prieftley would infer,—that the majority 


~of Chriftians in Tertullian’s time believed jn one God! We 


aie peifectly of his opinion, But will he infer from. this‘con- 
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ceffion of Tertullian (fpoken fo incidentally, fo much in a fit of 


pafionate difdain ') that the bulk of Chriftians believed that 
Jefus Chrift was nothing more than a mere man ? If he cannot 
prove this from it, he proves nothing that in the Icaft attccts 
our argument. It feems that the opinions of the vulgar weigh 
much with Dr. Prieftley. § Such perfons, fays he, are moft 
likely to retain old opinions, and are always far lefs apt to iuzo- 
yate than the learned, becaufe they are far leis apt to fpeculate. 
Vienever we endeavour to trace the oldeft opinions in any 
country, we always enquire among the :diote, the common 
people; and if they believe one thing, and the learned another, 
we may conclude with certainty, that which ever of them be 
true, or the more probable, thoie of the common pecple were 
the more antient, and thofe of the learned and fpeculative the 
more novel of the two.’ This is that fpecies of equivocal reafon- 
ing which may, and may not, be true: it may fuit any purpofe, 
or none at all: and a fhrewd declaimer may take either fide of 
the queftion, and advance a thoufand things very plaufible on 
both. For our part, we rather appeal to written records, than 
precarious tradition; and fhould be better fatished with the 
concurrent teftimony of what is called the Catholic church, 
fpcaking by its beft members (the reprefentatives of its opi- 
nions) than with © éneidental circumfances,’ originally thrown 
out at random with little aim, like that of Tertullian’s, con- 
cerning the notions of the vulgar herd of the people :—efpecially 
notions which relate to doctrines or fpeculative fubjects, and not 
to cultoms or matters of fa&t, or vifible occurrences and events 
in common life, 

With ref{peé& to the paffage in Juftin Martyr, from which we 
conceived Dr. Prieftley drew a wrong inference, and which he 
vindicates aga'nft the exceptions which we took at his repre- 
fentation of it, we will only at prefent remark, that if it proves 
any thing, it proves too much. If the tiveg and the wAgirros 
were really the fame people, it undeniably follows that the 
Opinions of the former were the opinions of the latter. Now 
What were the opinions of the former? Why, that Jefus was 
not only a man, but a man born, as al] other men are by the 
common mode of generation, (avtowrG? ex tov avtpwrav.) Now 
can he ferioufly declare that it 1s his opinion that the generality 
of Chriftians in the time of Juftin Martyr entertained this doc- 
trine? And if it was maintained in the time of Juftin by the 
niajority, was it not alfo as generally maintained in the time of 
tic Apoitles ? For how came the buik of believers to vary in 
the time of Juftin, from the bulk of believers in the apoftolic 
age?—elpecially when (to ule Dr. Prieftley’s remark) fuch a 
uisvement in fo fort a time, would be unnatural and contrary 
to expericace,— We think this obfervation reduces the propoe 

R 3 fhuon 


‘ 
‘ 








= 


a Oo ait 


~~ - 











Pricfiley’s Reply. 


{ition to an abfurdity.—And yet when the abettars of Soci- 
nianifin appeal to this paflage in Juftin, they generally keep one 
yart of it as much as poMible out of fight. ** Doth not this 
paflage ‘fay they) contain an indubitable proof of the great ane 
tiquity of our do@rine ? Doth it not prove thateven the majorit 

only in an age immediately jucceeding the apoftolic, believed, 
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in © the fimple humanity of Chri 2? Simple humanity of Chrift is 
an equivocal te m,—at leaft in modern times: and a fimple 
reader migoat be ready to fuppofe that it was only made ufe of 
jy oppohticn to the divinity and pre-exiftence of Chrift. But 
properly explaincd upon the true old Kbionitith creed, it is put 
in oppofition to Cariit’s being born of a Virgin by the power of 
the Holy Gboft. With refpe& to Juitin’s Obtervation to Trypha 
it is nothing more than a fpecies of conceflion, merely introduced 
for the purpofe of fecuring the main argument; and neither ex- 
prefs any dcubt in his own mind, nor gives up to mere un- 
certainty any doctrine for which he had been contending. We 
will traiflate the whole p. flage, ind defire the learned Reader to 
judge octween Dr, Pricttiey and ourfelves: ‘6 [ have aflerted, 
Trypho, chat the argument is not loft, that this is the Chrift 
of God, zalthouszh | be not able to demanftrate that he pre- 
exifled us the Son of che Creator of the univerfe; being God 
and Man born of a Virgin... . In this point only it will be 
proper for me to acknowledge that I am miftaken, but not to 
deny that he is indeed the Chrift, although it fhould appear 
that he was a Man born cf man, and only conftituted the Chrift 
by election. For indeed there are fome, I have acknowledged, 
of our profedion, who confefs that he was the Chrift, but at 
the {ame time aflert that he was aman born in the natural way, 
--with whom I do not agree; neither could J, although the 
major part had adopted the fame opinion, fince we are com- 
manded by Chrift himfelf not to believe the doétrines of men, 
but that which hath been delivered by the holy Prophets, and 
which he himfelf hath taught.” (Ors # culiSepas, 3d” qv wAsi- 
Fob Taul% yros dokacavtes esrossv.) We neither fee in thefe 
words any doubtin Juftin’s mind of the truth of the doctrine for 
which he had fo much contended in this dialogue; nor any reafon 
to conclude from them that the majority of Chriftians had in 
faéi adopted the contrary opinion. It only expreffes his mof 
perfect conviction of it, founded on the fureft grounds ; and in 
order to make this very conviction of his appear clearer and 
{tronger, he fays, that if he had found the majority againft him, 
yet ftill it would have had no weight. We maintain it with 
great confidence, that #3’ ay conveys this idea: and we are fup- 
ported in this conaftruGtion of the paflaze by the belt Greek 
fcholars *. The words are indeed fomewhat am! iguors 5 and 
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they have occafioned confiderable difputes among the learned : 
but from all the interpretations put upon them, we never be- 
fore met with fuch a conclufion drawn from them as the follow- 
ing: ¢ This language hath all the appearance of an apology for 
gn opinion contrary to the general and prevailing one.’ 
There is a notable paflage in Juftin’s Apology, which con- 
tains a conceflion fomewhat of the fame nature with that above 
uoted. We think they tend to illuftrate one another ; and we 
roduce it as a good fpecimen of that argumentum ad hominem, 
of which the learned Father fometimes availed himfelf : ** With 
re(pect to the Son of God called Jefus, fhould we grant that he 
is nothing more than Man, yet the title of the Son of God is 
very well able to be vindicated only when confidered as applied 
to him on account of his wifdom: for is not God ftyled even 
by your own writers Father of gods and men? And moreover, if 
we fay that the Logos of God is properly the begotten of God 
by a generation quite different from that of men, as I have al- 
ready declared, yet even this is no more than what you your- 
felves might well bear with, confidering you have your Mercury 
as an object of religious worfhip under the title of the word and 
meflenger of God, &c. &e.” (Fuftin’s Apel. p. 33. edit. Thirl.) 
If we reflect wha it was that Juflin was diiputing with,— 
a ‘few, whom he chiefly aimed to convince of the general doc- 
trine of Chrift’s meffiah/bip (though he incidentally touched on 
other points, and even digrefled pretty largely to prove that the 
Meffiah muft have a divine pre-exiftent nature, and be born of 
a Virgin), we fhall not at all wonder at the conceflion he made. 
Jt was natural enough, and comes to nothing more than this, 
—‘* Well, let iteven be fo, that the Mefliah is to be juft fuch 
aone as the Jews expect; neither pre-cxiftent nor miraculoufly 
conceived : let it be granted that he is to be nothing more than 
a man begotten in the ordinary way of generation; yet even on 
thefle grounds, low as they are, I can prove that he whom we 
call the Meffiah, was the only perfon that ever did anfwer, or 
that ever can anfwer, to the chara&ter under which he was de- 
{cribed in the books of your own Prophets, And indeed there 
are fome, who, entertaining the fame low opinians as you of the 
nature of the Meffiah, yet by thefe very charaéters have been 
led to acknowled2e Jefus to bethe Chrift, Thefe were foclear 
as to force conviction on them, though they rejected the doc- 
trine of his pre-exiltence and miraculous conception, You may 
at leaft go as far as they, though you go no farther.”——This 
is fuch kind of language as we conceive even a modern Atha- 
haiian would ufe, when difputing with a Jew, without cx- 
preding the Jeaft doubt of his own orthodoxy, or making the 
iightelt apology for it. 
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The matter appears to us in this light; and in this light it 
hath appeared to others: and indeed to almoft every perfon who 
hath written upon the fubject. It /eems to be the obvious fenfe 
of the paflage, without refinement and without paradox. 

We now come to fomething very /erious indeed ! 

When a writer of Dr. Prieftley’s credit and confequence ap. 
peals, not accidentally, or in a flight and paffing manner, but 
ferioufly and repeatedly, to a particular teftimony, it may na- 
turally be prefumed to be ateftimony of no trifling moment; 
but that it contains direét and unequivocal proof to eftablith the 
faét, in fupport of which it is adduced :—at leaft, it may be pre- 
fumed that {uch proof appears {trong on the face of it, whatever 
may become of it when brought to the teft of controverfy. 

Dr. Prieftley is not content to make the ** fome” and the 
‘+ many” of Juttin to be the fame clafs of people: he is not con- 
tent to get evidence to the truth of his doctrine from the ** Sim- 
plices” and the ** Jdiste” of Tertullian; but he even appeals to 
the ** ‘Fews” and ** Gentiles” of Athanafius, to give additional 
credit to the main hypothefis of his hiftory. 

As we cannot place the Doétor’s arcument in a ftronger light 
than it hath been exhibited by himfelf, we fhall give it to our 
Readers in his own words ;—beginning with the firft fection of 
his hiftory, in which the argument firft occurs : 

© Athanafius himfelf was fo far from denying that the primi- 
tive ‘fewt/h church was properly Unitarian, maintaining the /inple 
humanity, and not the divinity of Chrift, that he endeavours to 
account for it by laying, that ** a// the Jews were fo firmly per- 
** fuaded that their Meiiiah was to be nothing more than a 
** man, like themfelves, that the Apoftles were obliged to ufe 
** great caution in divulging the doctrine of the proper divinity 
** of Chrift.” But what the Apoftles did not teach, we fhould, 
I think, be cautious how we believe. “The Apoftles were never 
backward to combat ‘other Jewifh prejudices, and certainly 
would have oppofed this opinion of theirs, if it had been an er- 
ror.’ (Vol. I. p. 13.] 

This argument comes over again, with additional confequence, 
in the Reply to the Monthly Review. ‘ Athanafius reprefents 
ell the Fewrfh believers as having held that Jefus was only a man; 
and fays, that they drew the Gentiles into the fame opinion: 
and this is mentioned by him, not in controverfy, but inciden- 
tally, though very much at large.’ (Reply, p. 6.) Again: 
* Athanafius fays, that the Jews, meaning the Fewifh Christians, 
were {o fully periuaded concerning the fimple humanity of theit 
Meffiab, that the Apoftles did not chufe to inform them, except 
in an indirect manner (of which he gives many inftances) that 
Chrift was any thing more than a man, and that the Gentiles 

were 

















Prieftley’s Reply. 233 
were drawn by the Jews into the fame opinion.’ [Vid. Reply, 

, 19. 
Pe a7 of fuch wonderful account and confequence 
will bear more than common ftrefs! Dr. Prieftley indeed thought 
fo, or he would not have recurred again and again and again to it 
within the compafs of a few pages. But determining to make the 
molt of it, and not willing to let the Reader lofe fight of it, he 
once more obferves, in p. 25, * According to all accounts, the 
doctrine of the fimple humanity of Chrift was held by the Feu 
Chrifians in the time of the Apofties. Ido not find that any 
of them are ever exprefsly faid to have held any other doétrine, 
only fome of them believed the miraculous conception. Atha- 
nafius clearly fuppofes none of them to have believed that Chrift 
had any nature fuperior to that of man; and he fays, that they 
brought the Gentiles (meaning no doubt the generality of them) 
jato the fame opinion.’ 

The Reader, who contents himfelf with this ftate of the cafe, 
on Dr. Prieftley’s authority, will naturally draw the following 
conclufions from it:—and indeed it feems placed in fuch a light 
as to render fuch conclufions unavoidable: 1. That the primi- 
tive Jewifh Chriftians entertained the fame opinions refpecting 
the perfon of Jefus Chrift as the modern Socinians do. 2, That 
through their good inftruGions the original Gentile Chriftians 
maintained the fame pure and rational fentiments. 3. That 
thefe fentiments, in the firft and fecond centuries, were gene- 
rally prevalent among both Jewifh and Gentile converts ; and 
| 4. That Athanafius (though he little confidered what advantage 
the conceffion would give his opponents) freely and fully con- 
fefled as much. 

As Dr. Prieftley hath not thought proper to quote the origi- 
nal paflage, on which he grounds the remark that would Jead to 
thefe conclufions, we fhall take the liberty of doing it ourfelves: 
and if the impartial and learned Reader can draw a fingle infe- 
rence from it of which a modern Socinian can fairly avail him- 
felf, we will give up all claim to the character of critics, and fit 
down the mere * Criticifers’ Dr. Prieftley hath affected to re- 
prefent us. 

Athanafius is reafoning againft thofe who from the common 
appellations given to Chrift in the Gofpel, would infer that he 
is intitled to no higher diftinétions. He then offers a reafon, 
why fuch terms were ufed; and particularly obferves, that 
it'was for the fake of accommodating the fublime truths of 
the Gofpel to the carnal ideas of the Jews. Then comes the 
famous paffase fo much infifted on by Dr. Prieftley *. Tae OI 
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* Athan. Op, Vol. I. p. 553. edit. Colon. 1686. 
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Xpisov Wurss avt euro, prowov Ex omepualos Au3id epxec das xaS" 
OOLOTNT Tw E%& TS AaGid aAAwy YEVOMEVWY TEXYWY" ule de Ory 
GUTOV, Bde oli Aovyos THoF eyevelo EMISEVOV? TLTS EVER [etl oe TOAANES 
TNS TUVETEWS OF AAMUpIOs GMOFOAOL To avO peor svat TS LwtneGp 
eFn'yavio pt) av tos ledasos. That is, S* For at that time 
“ [when the Apoftles firft began to preach] THE Jews, have 
«< ing fallen into an error themfelves, into which they alfo led 
«© Gentiles, regarded Chrift as a mere man, and only begotten 
“¢ of the feed of David, juft in the fame way as others of his 
«© defcendants. They did not believe him to be God, nor that 
<¢ the Word was made flefh. On this account, the blefled 
“© Apoftles, with much difcretion, began firf to inftruct the 
<* Yews in matters which chiefly refpected che human nature of 
** our Saviour.” 

Thus this * primitive church,’ thele ¢ Fewijh Chriftians,’—thefe 


™ 


‘ Fewi/h believers turn out to be mere ‘Jews! Now, what can Dr, 
Prieftley infer from this paflage that can poflibly avail aman, who 
believes in the miraculous conception, and in the authenticity of 
the firft verics of St. John’s Gofpel ? With what propriety can 
fuch a one plead the opinions of the Jews ?—=But, after all, why 
muft the opinions of thefe original enemies of Chrift be fo perpe- 
tually, and fo triumphantly, brought before us f—We fay, their 
opinions: to which not only the birth, but the life and death 
of Chrift were equally in oppofition ? His crofs was as mucha 
ftumbling-block to the Jews, and as much to the Greeks foolifh- 
nels, as ever his generation could be. If we begin to accom- 
modate Chriftianity to the prejudices of fuch a people, where 
fhall we end? Will they, who refufe to believe that the Meffiah 
was any thing more than a man, begotten as other men are, ad- 
mit, that, for the fufferings of death, he fhould be crowned with 
fuch glory and honour, as not only to be exalted over the human 
sace, whom he came to fave by his example, but over all the 
hierarchies of heaven? to which we have no room to fuppofe, 
that example merely human could poffibly extend its influence; 
at leaft from which they cannot be fuppofed to have received 
any improvement or advantage. 

But we will not enlarge on the difficulties which embarra{s 
this fcheme. We will only fay, that they increafe in the end, 
‘by the very attempts that are made to clear the beginning. 

To return to the paflage from Athanafius, It was not the 
Hebrew converts to Chriftianity, but the Fezvs in general *, that are 
referred to in it :—‘Fews, who would not believe that Chrift was 
conceived by the Holy Ghoft, and born of the Virgin Mary; 





_* Iedcsos always mean in Athanafius, as far as we have confulted 
him, unbelieving Jews; and EaAre:, and EAAynxa Ppornacilesy unbelieving 
Gentiles and their opinions, 
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and who rejected the teftimony of St. John, when he faid, 
novos omok evyevelo. Dr. Prieftley had, therefore, no right to call 
 Iedasos  Jewith Chriftians ;’ and if the Critic in the Review 
had taken fuch a /iberty as this (and with a plain paflage, that 
fooke its own meaning at once), what an outcry would have been 
made by certain partifans of Dr. Prieftley about * interpolations,” 
“ mif-tranflations,”” 6 actual mifreprefentations,”” yea even “6 FAL- 
siFICATIONS.” (Vid. ** Remarks in Vindication of Dr. Prieft- 
ley s”” pafim) 

We cannot avoid noticing once more, how careful the Doctor 
isto keep the great opprobriym of Jewifh doctrine, refpecting 
the Meffiah, concealed under the fhadow of an ambiguous expre{- 
hon—fimple humanity. 

Why not fay at once—% We mutt give up this obftacle to the 
“converfion of the Jews—the miraculous conception. “Trypho 
“hath aflured us we muft, if we mean to make converts from 
“ among this people. ‘They can as well form conceptions of a 
“body animated by a pre-exiftent fpiri*, as of one begotten 
“ without any human father, Athanafius too hath informed us 
“ how great their prejudices were on this head in former times; 
“ and we know they are not leflened at prefent. If we will con- 
“‘ vert thefe true, original, genuine Unitarians, we muft not talk 
“of any thing that founds incredible or contradictory. ‘They 
* will only be confirmed in their old prejudices. To gain them 
“over to us, we muft make every poflible conceffion to them.” 

We fhould not be greatly furprifed to fee matters take this 
turn. They appear to be ex train. 

‘© Nous VERRONS.” 

We muft not pafs over the fourth fe&tion, without taking 
notice of Dr, Prieftley’s vindication of himfelf from the charge 
of inattention, which we thought due to him on account of a 
certain paflage in * Eufebius, which he hath produced as that 
hiftorian’s own; though it evidently appears to be only a part of 
the tranfcript, profefledly taken from an ancient anonymous wri- 
ter, who had compofed a fet treatife in reply to Artemon. ‘¢ I 
have reperufed this chapter of Eufebius (fays the Doétor) and 
do not think it quite clear, that he is quoting the work of any 
prior writer in the paflage that I have cited; for he fometimes 
only gives an account of that work, and not always exprefs 
quotations from it: and he feems to me to infert obfervations 
of his own in what he does quote from this anonymous writer : 
fo that upon the whole I am of opinion (though [ may be mif- 
taken), that Eufebius {peaks in his own perfen in what T have 
quoted from him.’ We believe that Dr. Prieftley fiands ingle 
mhis opinion, But after all, if his fuppofition be granted, he 
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will gain nothing by it. The charge of ‘ unfairne/s,’ (if it be 
true) muit revert to the more ancient writer. For what in the 

uotation gave Dr. Prieftley offence? It was the affertion that 
‘ Theodotus, who appeared about the year 190, and who was 
condemned by Victor, was the firfi who held that our Saviour was 
a mereman.’ Now in the chapter where this is recorded, it jg 
twice aflerted that Theodotus was the original founder of the 
herefy which Artemon afterwards attempted to propagate, If 
therefore it /hould be aliowed (even againft the cleareft evidence, 
as well as the concurrent opinion of all the critics on Eufebius) 
that in the prior paflage the hiftorian § {peaks in his own per- 
fon,’ yet in the /ub/equent one, the old anonymous writer con. 
firms it by a pofitive aflertion, which it is abfolutely impofiible 
to give to another. If we grant that it was Eufebius who faid, 
Osodclov rav apynyov x, warece Tavlng THE apynoiles amoorasiag 
JIPQTON evrovla qirov avSpwrov tov Xpisovy yet Dr. Prieftley 
himfelf muft acknowledge, that it was the more ancient writer 
that faid [ /ee a few lines below] Cecdote. 2... te MPQTOYL 
exis ravin tm Doovnces, xAdrov de aDpcouvs. It is immediatel 
alded, ws serv. Thus the aflertion is exprefsly taken by the 
anonymous writer immediately on himfelf. It was he that in- 
fifted on it, that Theodotus was the original founder of the 
herefy that made Chrift a mere man. What therefore will Dr, 
Prieftley get if we yield him all he contends for? 

Tn our opinion, however, ws sgzv clearly refers to the prior 
aflertion, and proves it to be as much a quotation as the latter, 
The firft quotation ends with r1$ aipsrews tavns evpelnvy. Then 
immediately follows Eufebius’s confirmation of what was faid 
by the antient writer, % prv xxta tov Cixlopx rosavle. And 
this was very naturally added by Eufebius in the character af 
an hiftorian, attefting the truth of what had been declared by 
another, from the fulnefs of is own convictions, and that cers 
tainty of evidence with which his refearches into thofe times 
had fupplied him. 

‘ Bur I with, fays Dr. Prieftley, to proceed to confiderations 
of more importance, relating to this paflage of Eufebius, and 
to compare his account of the antiquity of the Chriftian uni- 
tarians, with their own account of themfelves ; to fee which is 
in itfelf the more probable. He, or his author fays, that Theo- 
dotus, who was condemned by Victor, was the author and pa- 
rent of that fect, being the firit that afflerted that Chrift was a 
mere man; and thefe unitarians are even charged with certainly 
knowing that this was the caie, which is directly giving them 
the lie: and yet this aflirtion of Eufebius is undoubtedly falfe, 
as appears on the full face of al] ecclefiaftical hiftory, and as I 
have {aid may be proved from Lufebius himfelf,’ 
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We think this difficulty may, in fome meafure, be cleared up 
by obferving, that Theodotus is called *° the Father of the 
ousfacy which confifted in the renunciation of the divinity of 
Chrift.” He was the original founder of the fect that /eparated 
fram the Catholic church, and fet up a do@trine hitherto a novelty 
‘to its members in general. The Ebionites were not confidered 
as properly belonging to that church ; and therefore neither the 
ancient writer, nor Eufebius himfelf, might confider them as any 
objection to a pofition, which refpected the univerfal community 
of Gentile Chriftians: and perhaps they did not even think of a 
clafs of people, who were regarded as fcarcely any thing better 
than ignorant and obftinate Jews,—‘‘ the very dregs of man- 
kind,” as Epifcopius himfelf calls them *. The affertion ap- 
pears to us in this light perfe@lly well founded ; and we think 
Dr. Prieftley too harfh in pronouncing it ‘ abjolutely falfe.’ 
Take the matter ih cve view, Eufebius hath contradicted him- 
felf, But take it in another, he is confiftent enough. He did 
not conceal the antiquity of the dotrine as held by the Edzo- 
rites: but both his author and himfelf appear to be clearly con- 
vinced that Theodotus was the firft. who avowed it, and at- 
tempted to make profelytes to if in the bofom of the Catholic 
church, He did not appear confcious of any falfehood ; and 
had, we think, no apprehenfion of being confronted by what, 
in all probability, he would have called foreign evidence. 

Dr. Prieftley, who fcruples not to give the lie dire# to Eufe- 
bius and the anonymous writer, yet appears to take it very ill 
that an imputation of the fame fort fhould be brought againft 
the ancient Unitarians. And why not? If they did aflert 
that “* their doctrine was efpoufed till the time of Victor, and 
“not cenfured till Zepherinus, his fucceflor, filled the epif- 
“copal chair of Rome,”—if they did aflert this (and who 
will difpute the hiftorians who declare they did?) we would 
afk Dr. Prieftley (who appears to be fo tender of their honour) 
if the affertion was not abfolutely falfe? If they did reprefent 
Vidor, and hiftory fays they did, as the favourer of their doc- 
trine [Bixleog KAT’ ATTOTE OFTQE egpwves NE n telwv os- 
darts Praconusa)] did not their opponents jultly confront them 
by the following language ? ‘* How is it poffible, according to 
. their reprefentation, that all who have preceded us even to 
" the time of Vitor, fhould have declared this deétrine, when 
’ for fuch a number of years hence the opinion of the church 
, Was publithed againit it? Muft they not blufh to tra- 
. duce Viétor by fuch a falfe accufation as this, when they 

themfelves cannot but know for a certainty, that Viétor ex- 
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* Ebionite—fex hominum videntur fuifle, Refponfio ad Specimen 
Calum, p. 266, 
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pelled from the communion of the church, Theodotus, the 
<< currier, the parent and founder of this apoftacy, which fe. 
<< nounced the divinity of Chrift, and the firft that maintained 
‘* that he was a mere man? If Victor, as they would have i, 
‘* had efpoufed fo blafphemous a doctrine, would he have ex. 
“¢ communicated the man who firft attempted to propagate this 
“* herefy ?”=-T his was the reafoning employed by the ancient 
writer: and till we fee what reply the followers of Artemon 
made to thefe very home interrogatories, we fhall ftill think that 
they were fo well founded in truth and hiftory, that they could 
neither be aniwered nor evaded. A modern Socinian mutt nor 
fay, thatthey did anfwer them, and anfwer them very fatis- 
factorily ; but unfortunately their anfwers were never committed 
to wri'ing; or if written, have been loft by accident, or de 
ftroyed by defign, either by the Arians or the Athanafians, Nor 
will we admic of gratuitous aflertions ; mor conjectures that 
run counter to clear evidence and direct teftimony. * It is pro. 
bable {fays Dr. Prieftley) that what they [the Artemonites] really 
maintained was, that their doctrine was that which was mof 
generally received till that time; and this I think to be dighy 
probable, if not demonftrable.”’ What! * highly probable’ that 
the doctrine of Chrift’s being born a mere man (dvs ar 
Spwros *) was generally received till the year 1g0? If there is any 
thing capable of ab/o'ute demon/fration, it is the contrary pofition, 
We think it clearly eftablifhed by the teftimony of aman, that 
Dr. Prieftley feems to claim as the property of the Soci- 
nians,—+ ‘* the ancient and apuftolical” Hegefippus. We find 
it undeniably proved by the writings of the Apologifts of that 
age; and particularly by the excellent and learned Irenzus f, 
as we have already obferved. ‘* The churches (fays this writer, 
who flourifhed at leait twenty years before Zepherinus) which 
are eftablifhed in Germany, and in Spain and Gaul, and in 
the Eaft; in Egypt and Lybia, and thofe which are founded 
in the middle regions of the earth, receive and profefs the fame 
doftrine.” If any one wifhes to fee that doctrine at large, he 
‘muft read Irenzus’s work; or if he would fee a fhort deline- 
ation of the general faith of Chriftians in 4s time, let him read 
their common creed, as drawn out by this ancient Father in the 
third book of his Hiftory of Herefies, cap. 4. ‘* Believing in 
*¢ one God, the maker of heaven and earth, and of ali things that 
“¢ are therein, by Chrilt Jefus, the Son of God, who, on account 
“ of his tranfcendent love towards his own work, fubmitted to be 
“© born of a virgin ; by which act he united God and man, &c. 
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* © By this term all the antients, even later than Eufebius, meant 
aman defcended from man,’ Prieitley’s Hit, vol. i. p. 16+ 
t Gobar in Photit Cod, 222. ~ Lib. 1. cap. 3. 
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& fe: &e.” This was the dogtrine generally received in the 
ve when the Artemonites had the confidence to boaft that the 
church acknowledged the oppofite, But whom are we to cre- 
dit?—thofe who were actually excommunicated at the very 
time when they firft profefled a contrary doctrine; or thofe re- 
fpectable writers who were, if we may fo {peak, the mouth of 
the Catholic church ?—thofe who had the intereft of a private 
party to fupport ; or thofe who conftantly appealed to the gene- 
ral and acknowledged creed of the greater community of be- 
lievers?—thofe whofe opinions were left to rove at large and at 
random, without any authentic evidence or fupport, or thofe 
whofe opinions had been collected into a regula fidei, and uni- 
verfally confidered as the criterion of found dodcirine ? 

We now proceed to the fifth felon of this Reply. Its title 
is the follaowing,—* Of my being charged with advancing that 
Juin Martyr was the firft who ftarted the notion of Chrift’s 

re-exiftence.” If we mifreprefented Dr. Prieftley, he mutt 
thank himfelf for it. What we faid was in confequence of the 
following paflage from his hiftory. Whether Juftin Martyr 
was the very firft who ftarted the notion of the pre-exi/fence of 
Chrift, and of his fwperangelie or divine nature, is not certain, 
but we are not able to trace it any higher.’ It appears, by 
Dr. Prieftley’s comment, that ‘ it,’ (not originally printed in 
italics for the fake of ignorant readers!) refers to the latter 
claufe of the fentence, as conneéted with the former, 2. ¢. the 
latter is explanatory of the former. Jf, doth not exclude the 
doctrine of pre-exiffence (i. e. /imple pre-exiftence) from the creed 
of the ancients; but only the doétrine of Chrift’s /uperangelic 
or divine nature. We however underftood the paflage juft as 
we think almoft every other reader of it did. When we fay 
that a man denies the pre-exiftence of Chrift, and his fuper- 
angelic nature, we mean by it that he denies both the one and 
the other. They are fo connected (at leaft in modern fpeech} 
that they are conftantly fuppofed to ftand or fall together. 
When Dr, Prieftley aflerted that we cannot trace the doétrine of 
the pre-exiftence and fuperangelic or divine nature of Chrift 
higher than Juftin, we did not think of the Gnoftics, or any 
of the ancient heretics (of whofe opinions we were not quite 
ignorant), but took the paflage in its more plain and common 
acceptation, without entertaining an idea that Dr. Priefiley 
would afterwards, in arreft of judgment, plead * a cafual une 


grammatical confiruétion ;’ and at laft declare that we had ‘even 


employed more than one page, out of fix only of our own com- 
polition, to confute an opinion, of which (fays he) my hiftory 
ttfelf is a much fuller confutation.’ 

We were totally unconfcious of any mifreprefentation ; and 


Aoneflly acknowledge, that if it be a mifreprefentation, it is what 
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in all probability we fhould fall into a thoufand times, withoug 
fufpecting the ground we were on. We apprehended the Doc- 
tor’s meaning to be the following: ** Shew me, if you can, a 
writer of any acknowledged character among the Chriftians be. 
fore Juftin Martyr, who hath afferted the pre-exiflent and di. 
vine nature of Chrift.” It feems he did not appeal to the 
Gnoftics, who acknowledged, even before Juftin, that Jefus 
was united with a pre-exiftent fpirit! And who fays he did? 
Who made any appeal to them in fupport of the doctrine? The 
appeal was lodged with the earlier Catholic Fathers, to whom it 
was imagined the queftion was referred. ‘The Reviewer, takin 
the matter in this light, replied to the following effet: ** Doth 
Dr. Prieftley afk the believers (the medern believers) in the pre. 
exiftence of Chrift to produce a teftimony from the Fathers be. 
fore Juftin, to give it credit and fupport?—We will produce 
two teftimonies from writers prior to Jaftin. Both contain de- 
clarations fufficiently clear to eftablifh this pofition—zthat there 
were Chriflians (we had no thoughts of the Gnoftics) before Fu/- 
sin who held * the notion of the pre-extfience of Chrift,’ and as a 
doctrine infeparably connected with it, among the antient Fathers, 
bis * fuperangelic or divine nature.” \t was in this manner we re- 
fle&ted on the fubject ; and in confequence of this train of re- 
flection, we produced our quotations from Barnabas and Ignae 
tius. Had we produced them from any fragments of the 
Gnoftics, Dr. Prieftley’s cerfure might have been applicable 
enough. He then might have faid—‘* You might have faved 
yourfelves all that trouble; for, if you wanted a proof, my 
work would have furnifhed it,— even mine.” But as the matter 
at prefent ftands, we have been guilty of noerror. At leaft we 
are confcious of none; and till we are, we fhall not acknow- 
ledge any. 

The quotation from Ignatius Dr. Prieftley rejects as {purious. 
This is anfwering it at once/—and at prefent we have nothing 
more to fay—for we cannot enter into the debate about the ge- 
nuinenefs of Ignatius’s Epiftles ; only, in oppofition to his Sal- 
mafius, Blondel, and Daille, we beg leave to mention one fingle 
author, and we think he will ferve inftead of a hundred fuch 
writers—Pearson. As Dr. Prieftley hath thought proper to 
content himfelf with authority, we will, without ceremony, 
avail ourfelves of the fame liberty;—though, if mumbers or 
manne were to carry the point, the controverfy would be at an 
end. 

* As to the paflage (fays Dr. P.) which my critic quotes 
from Barnabas, he himfelf acknowledges (but in an ironical 
manner, unworthy of the ferioufnefs of the argument) that it 
may be explained in a fenfe confiftent with the Socinian doc- 


trine, as well as fome paflages of Scripture.’ We think the 
“fame 
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fime in fober truth. We think the ingenuity which can ex- 
plain away the one into figures and allegorical modes of f{pecch, 
may make nothing of the other alfc. But with the fame con- 
yiction that we think the former to be rea/, we think the latter 
to be fo likewife. We therefore make no conceffion to the So- 
cinian of which he can avail himfelf. We think his attempts 
on Scripture and the firft Fathers equally forced and futile ;— 
equally unwarrantable on the ground of plain fenfe and obvious 
exprefion. ‘ But this (as Dr. P. fays) is not a place for that 
groument.’ 

“It is true (fays he) I have quoted * the Epiftle of Barnabas, 
without faying any thing about its authenticity.” How then 
were we to know whether he judged it to be authentic or not? 
His appealing to it, under the name of Barnabas, was at leatt 
aprefumptive proof that he did not difpute its authenticity. 
© We have no angels (as he fays) either to write books or to re- 
view them.’——Yet what did Dr. Prieftley infer from Hegefip- 
pus’s ‘quoting the fame Gofpel that was in ufe among the 
Ebionites ?? Ex ore tuo! We grant that it is a very delufive ar- 
gument in any cafe: and in Dr. Prieftley’s, we find it to be fo 
by his own confeffion! ‘In reality, fays he, I do not know 
what to think of it, and my critic muft know $ that the genuine- 
nefs of it has been much difputed.’ He doth know it; and al- 
moft faid as much, and more than Dr. P. confefled, But doth 
Dr. Prieftley fuppofe that it was written after Juftin Martyr 
had publifhed his opinions refpecting the Logos? This is the 
queftion between him and the Reviewer: though Dr. Lardner 
thinks it moft probable that the Epiftle was actually written by Bar- 
nabas himfelf; or if not by him, yet of an antiquity indubitably 
high, and even apoftolic. This accurate enquirer places it about 
the year 71 or 72, or foon after the deftruction of Jerufalem by 
Titus, ‘* This Epiftle (fays the fame learned author) was writ 
“in Greek. But the four firft chapters or fections, and a part 
“of the fifth, are wanting in the Greek copies. ’Tis however 
“entire in an ancient Latin verfion.” Let us, however, hear 
what Dr. Prieftley fays with refpe&t to our quotation, which 
chanced to be from the Latin verfion—which hath generally 
been confidered as of equal authenticity with the remaining 
fragments in the Greek, juft like the works of Irenaeus, whole 
authenticity might be equally overthrown, and feveral other an- 
tient writers, on the ground of Dr. Prieftley’s exception. 

; ‘ The paflage, however, which he’ (that is, the Reviewer) 
quotes, is from that part of it (Barnabas’s Epifile) of which 
we have only an old Latin verfion.’ if, however, Dr. Prieft- 
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rm ' Barnabas, fpeaking of the Jewifh facrifices, fays, &c. &c.’ 
id. Priefley’s Fiitory of the Corrupt. Vol. 1. p. 213. 
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ley doth not allow of a quotation from the Latin, will he al. 
low of one from the Greek? As his objection turns, or feems 
to turn, upon this point, we will wave the advantage we took by 
the former quotation ; fince it is recompenfed by a fimilar at- 
teftation in the fection immediately following ;-— all which we 
find in pure Greek! (Agyss yao n yeudn weps nywy, ws Aeyes TO 
TIQ, roinswuev xa] exova, &c. &c.) Epift. Barn. ¥vi. “ To 
THE Son he fays (as the Scripture teaches), ‘* Let us make 
man after our own image and Itkenefs.” In the words imme- 
diately following, the antient writer makes an obvious and ex- 
prefs diftin@tion between the fir/? creation and the fecond; fo that 
the former as well as the latter is equally attributed to the Son. 
“© This (fays he—meaning the original work of creation, and 
the primary deftination of man) this he fpake to his Son. I will 
now difcover to you, how he made us into a /fecond form in the 
latter days.” 

We could multiply proofs from this truly ancient and apof- 
tolical Epiftle ; but what we have faid, we deem perfectly fuf- 
ficient to eftablifh our pofition, that the dodtrine of Chrif?’s prea 
exiflence and fuper-angelic or divine nature WAS actually taught by 
the Chriflian Fathers BEFORE the time of ‘fuftin Martyr. 

That Dr. Prieftley may not complain of unfair reprefentation 
from detached paffages and mutilated quotations, we will pre- 
fent the Reader with the whole of his fixth fection. 

* In exprefling my opinion concerning the prevalence of the doc- 
trine of the fimple humanity of Chrift, 1 make a limitation, faying, 
‘* This language has all the appearance of an apology for an opinion 
‘* contrary to the genera! and prevailing one; as that of the humanity 
‘ of Chrift (at leaft with the belief of the miraculous conception) 
‘* probably was in his time.” This my criticifer calls ‘* a very great 
<* inconiiftency * ;” ‘* the Doétor,”’ he fays, ** has no right to affert his, 
** at kaft with the belief of a miraculous conception, The infertion is 
‘* intirely arbitrary, and thofe who know lels of the author’s character 
‘‘ than we do, and may not have the fame well-grounded affurance 


‘* of his integrity, may poflibly be led to imagine that he introduced 


** thofe words only to give fome colourable pretext to his own prin- 
** ciples.” 

‘ In all that I have read of controverfial writing, I hardly recollect 
any inftance of a more groundlefs and perverfe mifreprefentation of a 
writer’s obvious meaning than this, on which fo loud an exclamation 
is founded, For what can be more evident, than that I do not ufe 
thefe words as thofe of Juftin Martyr, but only as expreffive of an 
Opinion of my own, formed from all the circumitances put together. 
And certainly I have a full right to introduce whatever ciaufe I pleafe 
into any fentence of my own, provided that, as in this cafe, 1 make 
mvfelf oniy anfwerable for the propriety of it. 


‘ The reafon why I was inclined to think that the doétrine of the 


mireculous conception was pretty generally received by the Ebionites 
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sn the time of Jufin, was, that Irenzus pafies no cenfure on any that 
believed that doctrine. But it may, perhaps with more probability, 
be inferred. that, becaufe neither Juftin Martyr nor Irenxus {peak of 
any other Ebionites than thofe who maintained that Chrift was the 
oper fon of Jofeph, the doftrine of the miraculous conception had 
pot gained any ground even among them till a Jater per‘od. J find 
no mention of two kinds of Ebionites before Origen. I repeat it, 
however, as my real opinion, that the cottrine of the humanity of 
Chrift (at leaft with the belief of the miraculous conception) was the 
more general faith of Chriftians in the time of Juilin Martyr. Now 
let the reader judge what occafion there was for the fevere itrictures 
on this paflage that I have quoted above. In general, I believe, it is 
thought that 1 expreis myfelf fo as to be underttood ; at leaft | endea- 
vour to do fo; but f can never undertake to guard my meaning from 
fych unaccountable conftructions as thefe. 

‘ As to the doctrine of the miraculous conception itfel*, it is not, 
in fact, Of any more confequence to the Socinian, than it is to the 
Arian or the Athanafian hypothefis ; for it is no impediment to the 
union of the Arian, or the Athanafian Logo:, tothe human nature of 
Chrift, that his body was derived from Jofeph. For any thing that 
we can judge, a man produced in the natural way was juit as proper 
for the refidence of this heavenly inhabitant, as one made on purpole; 
and if it was fie that Chrift fhould have a human nature at ail, it may 
be fuppofed to have been «qually fit, that he fhould have a proper 
human nature; differing as little as poflible from that of Ais dreshren, 
as we are called. There is, therefore, no more reafon why the Arians 
or Athanafians, fhouid be more a:tached to the belief of the miracu- 
lous conception, than the Socinians. The doétrine itfelf connects 
equally well, or equally ill, with any particular hypothefis concern- 
ing the nature of Chrift. 

* But it is an objection which affe&s the Arian hypothelis only, 
that upon their fcheme Chrift 1s properly, and with refpeét to his 
perfon, an Unique in the creation ; there being no c/a/s or /peczes of fach 
beings, at leatt as far as we are informed of; a being created on pur- 
pofe to be the maker of all things under God, cr the medium of all 
hiscommanications to manitind. Wheress, upon the Socinian hy- 
pothefis, Chrift, with refpeét to his perfon, is no proper Unigue, 
though produced in a fupernatural way ; becaufe, when produced, 
he was precifely of che fame cla/s and rank with other men, who, in 
themfelve: coniidered, were fully equal to him ia all refpects. Was 
Adam lef properly a maz, and an Unique, merely becaufe the manner 
of bis production was fo? It is theretore a very unfair repreven:ation 
that the Reviewer gives of this bufinefs in his note*. He might 
as well fay that Enoch and Elijah were Unique, becaufe there was 
fomething peculiar in their manner of going out of the world, as that 
Chritt was fo, becaufe there was fomething peculiar in his manner of 
Coming into it, 

* Should I have any controverfy with a Jew, [ fhould not feel mye 
felf at all embarrafled with this circumfance of the miraculous con- 
Ception; as I should not hefizate to follow th cxampile of the cindid 
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Joflin Martyr with refpect to it; telling him, that he was at full 13. 
berty to think as he fhould fee rea‘on to do on that fubject ; and that 
he might be a, good a Chrittian as the Ebiontces were before him, 
thoug!i he fhould believe no more of the miraculous Conception than 
thev had done. 

The accufation againft us is exprefled in language fo ferious, 
and fo pofitive, that we began to fufpect that there muft cer- 
tainly have been ground for it; and we were prepared to afk 

ardon for any miftake into which our inattention might have 
Jed us. We carefully revifed what we had written, and as 
carefully co;mpared it with the paflage in Dr. Prieftley’s hiftury, 
which occationed the reflection we made. The revifal, inftead 
of convincing us, that we had mifconceived or nilreprefented 
Dr. Prieitley’s meaning, fully convinced us that we had done 
neither ; and we now a fecond time repeat what Dr. Prieftley 
hath been pleafed to ea!l an almoft unparalleled © inflance of 
groundle/s and perverfe mifreprefentation.’ After we have fairly 
itaied the matter, we leave the candid and judicious Reader to 
determine who moft deferves this heavy charge. 

From the fo-much-difputed paflage in Juftin (above referred 
to) Dr. Prieftley, by making the tiveg and the wAsiscs (the /ome 
and the greate/f part) the fame clals of people, drew the follow- 
ing inference, viz. * This language hath all the appearance of 
an apology for an opinion contrary to the general and prevailing 
one, as that of the humanity of Chrift (at leaf? with the belief of 
the miraculous conception) probably was in his time? We did not 
fay that Dr, Priettley inferted this ** faving claufe” (as we called 
the parenthe/is) in the midft of his tranflation of Juftin. Nor 
could it be inferred from the manner in which the Doétor’s 
tranflation of the paflage was introduced by us. We cailed it 
an inference; and as fuch found fault with it, becaufe it was not 
ony gratuitous, but even contrary to the very conftructon 
which the Doétor himfelf puts on the paflage whence he 
profefles ta draw it. To repeat what we have already faic— 
if the rucg aud the wAgssos mean the fame body of people, their 
opinions mutt be the fame. Now the tives believed nothing cf 
the miraculous conception. Could then the wsicos believe in 
it? Tf the Doctor would from this paflage infer, that the gene- 
rality only believed in the humanity of Chrift, he had no right 
to fay, ‘ at leaf with the belief of the miraculous conception’, fince 
that belief was, on Ais own interpretation of the paflage, expres) 
excluded. 

_ This is the real ftate of the cafe: and now we afk the impar- 
tial Reader, what becomes of Dr. Prieftley’s heavy accufation ! 
We will not retort it upon him, though his uacandid method of 
treating us, through every page of his reply, might juftify us i 
returning to him his own motto: ** And why beholdeft thou the 
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mote in thy brother’s eye, and confidereft not the beam that is 
ia thy own £” 

We have nothing to do with Dr. Priefiley’s charity towards 
thofe who deny the miraculous conception of Chrift. Haft theu 
fuith to fuppofe fuch to be true Chriftians ? LZave it to thyjelf. 
We think, however, that the matter is not quite fo clear as he 
would reprefent it, that Juftin held communion with the Ebio- 
nites. But we have not room to enlarge on this fubjeét. We 
will only fay fer ourfelves, that our opinion is direct], oppofite 
tv Dr. Pricflley’s ; and we think we have not taken it up haftily 
and at random. 

The feventh and Jaft fe&tion confifls of * mifcellaneous ar- 
ticles.’ 

The firft contains an acknowledgment of inadvertence, in 
making Victor the fuccefior of Zepherinus. However, the paf- 
fage, it feeais, ftood right when it was at fiift printed; © but 
was altered, fays Dr, Prieftley, I cannot recollect how or why, 
inthe proot fhect.? We grant it was a flip into which zeny per- 
fon might have accidentally fallen; and we have no doubt but 
the Dogtor’s apology for it is the true one, It was an error, 
and as {uch ought to be re€tified. We did not note it in an ill- 
natured way ; nor did we contider it as a mattcr of any great 
Conicquence, 

The fecond article is, we think, of more ferious concern ; 
and we with Dr. Priefiley had ingenuoufly acknowledged his 
miftake, without attempting to palliate it; for this takes off fo 
much from the merit of his franknefs and candour : 

‘Talfo,’ says he, * cannot now account tor my faying that Hermas 
isnot quoved by lrenceus, when it was athing that | could wor but 
have obferved, or read of. ‘This, however, is of little moment. And, 
infact, the miflake is not fo great as tt feems to be. For Hermas is 
hoi quoced by name in Irenzus, and when allthe circumttances are 
coniidered, Leven think it may admit of fome doubt, wherher the 
hort paifape that [renawus does cite was intended by him for a quota- 
ton from tiermas. The whole patiage ts as follows *, ‘* The {crip 
“ture therefore well favs, In the firit place believe that there is one 
“ God, who created and eftablified al! things, making them out of 
“nothing ;" and that paflage is found in the pailor of Hermes t, but 
We have on!y a Latin tranflation of Herma-,. and thercfure canace 
be quite fure that the avords were the very fame ; and the frnfe of 
then is Certainly found in what is properly called she fripture ; and 
‘donot know thar lrenaus ever geores any other book by this cutie 
except thofe which we now Characterife in that maoner tT. Ue quoxes 
“otoer author, I b: lieve, wichour either his name, or fome title, 
o'Circumitance, fulliciently deferiptive of him. However, I do not 
wittupon this, and fhall correct the paffage. 
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‘ Lub. iv. Cap, 375 P 33% > Lib. uu. Azand. ¢. 


* Yeshe doth, Vid. Lib, iii, cap. 3. where Clemens’s pile is 
“Wdminatee by cue fame tile, 1 
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‘ Tertullian fays of this work of Hermas §, @6 omni concilio Eccles 


fiarum inter apocrvpha et falja judicatur. It is rejected as Spurious by 


all the council: of the churches.’ 

Who pleeds for the canonical authority of this book? Its 
antiquity slone is to be confidered in the prefent argument, 
Dr. Pricftley’s quotation from Tertullian is moft wide of the 
purpofe. He fhould have confidered too, that Tertullian {poke of 
this very book in languave more refpectful before he commenced 
Montaniji. ‘There are obvious reafons for hts decrying it after. 
wards, But we are not attempting to give it the authority of 
inipired Scripture. We only contend for its being prior to Juf- 
tin’s writings. Now, Dr. Prieftley hath himfelf produced a 
quotation from it which he acknowledges doth ‘ mention,’ though 
© briefly,’ the pre-exiftence and fuper-angelic nature of Chritt: 
viz. ** The Son of God was more antient than any creature, fo 
€* as to he pr fent with the Father at the creation.” [ Something 
in the ftyle of Barnabas, above quoted ; though the Door can- 
not help throwing out a hint that looks fulpicious on * the Latin 
verfion’] But, in order to bring the high antiquity of this book 
in gucftion, that his general potition might ftand its ground— 
(viz That Juftin was the firf? in whole works this doétrine is 
menticned) Dr. P. fays, * As this work is not quoted by Irenzus, 
and contains fuch pretenfions to vifions and revelations as I cannot 
but think unworthy of the Hermas mentioned by St. Paul, I 
cannot help being of their opinion, who fuppofe it to be the 
work of one Hermes, brother of Pius, Bifhop of Rome, and to 
have been written about the year 141, or perha:s later.’ Now, if 
Dr. Pricftley had recolie&ted that Irenzeus had quoted this book, 
would not, by his own confeflion, one principal reafon that 
led him to difpute its antiquity have been removed? Put the 
cafe thus--** But as this work zs quoted by Irenzus”-—what 
conclufion would Dr. Prieftley draw trom this pofition, placed 
as it ought to ftand ?—.We leave it to him to fill up the hiatus. 

We had omitted to meniion in its proper place a conceffion 
made by Dr. Prieftley re(peting the ancient hymns ufed in Chrift- 
jan affemblies by the primitive believers. He acknowledges that 
he fhould not have ftopped at Juftin Martyr; and incautioully 
faid that Eufebius, cr the anonymous author produced autho- 
rities that reach no bigher, As we did not urge him with Cle 
mens, he might have faved bimfelf the trouble of his remarks 
on theepifiles of that Father. We only charged him with 
omitting to mention ** the pfalms and hymns, which (the old 
author {ays} were written by the faithful from the beginning, 
and which acknowicdged the divinity of Chrift.” On this {ub- 
ject Dr. Prieftley avails himfclf of the following conjecture. 
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¢ Though in fome pretty * ancient hymns, Chrift might be 
mentioned as God, yet being poctical compofitions, it is moft 
probable that it was only in fome figurative or qualified fenfe, re- 
ferring to the power and authority with which he was invefted 
by God, as Mofes is faid to have been a god to Pharaoh.’ It is 
not our bufine(s to fhew how he was called god; it is enough 
‘or us to have proved that he was fo called. We have fairly 
{tated the fac?. We leave /uppo/itions to others. J, 

We have now gone through every part of Dr. Prieftley’s 
Reply, that we confider as of any moment to the controverfy 
in which we have the honour to be engaged. What elfe occurs 
js of too private and perfonal a nature to merit public attention ; 
or is fo wide of the obje& in debate between us, as to be no 
bufigefs of guy’s. It is no bufinefs of our’s, that * Mr. Gib- 
bows hath Ab iurely declined to difcufs with Dr. Prieftley the 
hiftorical evidences of Chriftianity,’ or * that Bp. Hurd hath not 
thought proper to take any notice of what the Doctor addrefled 
to him on the fubject of the reformation of church effabli/h- 
ment. We pretend not to guefs at their motives; unlefs (to 
ufe Dr. Prieftley’s words) they fhould ‘ be fenfible that writers 
beft confult their dignity by keeping filence ;’ efpecially if they 
fhould have a bigher efteem for * Uiterary reputation’ than the 
Doétor profeffes to have. 

We cannot however conclude without obferving, that the 
‘ want of candour,’ with which he charges the critic in the Re- 
view, Comes not with the beft grace from a writer who, at the 
very time he is making the charge, too clearly illuftrates it by 
his own example. 

We fhould, perhaps, apologize to our Readers for the extra- 
ordinary length of this article. But 
pudet hec opprobria nobis 

Et dici potuiffe, et non potuiffe refelli. 

We hope the occafion will juftify the plea we make for 
the Public indulgence. We fhall be forry to trefpafs on it 
again +; but we will take care not to make fo free a ufe 
of it, as neceffity hath obliged us at this time to make, in 
order to render our criticifm on Dr. Prieftley, and our vin- 
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* * Pretty ancient? is not a very accurate tranflation of aracyiic, 
efpecially in the mouth of an ancient writer! 
_t N 2B. There is another vindication of Dr. PrieMley jaft pub- 
lifhed, under the title of Remarks, &c. &c. Wehave anfwered the 
main parts of it in this Review of Dr. Prieftley’s Reply, What re- 
Mains to be noticed will give us little troub!e, and be but a fhort trial 
of the Reader’s patience, 

Ite Greculu:s———e 

but this will be feen in the next Review. 
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dication of ourfelves, from the charges £ of groundlefs and poy. 
verfe mifreprefentation,’ as ample and fatisfactory as pofible, 
We thought ourfelves bound in juftice, both to our Review and 
the Public, as well as out of a reipcct to what we conceive to 
be the genuine truth of the Gofpel, not to pafs over a fingle re. 
mark that we deemed of any real confequence; and we now 
chearfully fubmit the refult of all to the determination of the 
impartial and critical Reader. 

As Dr. Prieftley is a man of motto’s, and hath done us the 
favour of prefenting us with oncin the beginning of his Reply, 
we will return the compliment, by prefenting him one at the 
conclufion of our remarks on it: ** Go not forth haftily to ftrive, 
Jeft thou know not what to do in the end thereof, when thy 


neighbour hath put thce to fhame. R.. , -k 
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Arr. VIII. Commentationes Societatis Regie Gottingenfis, &e. i. e. Me- 
moirs of the Royal Society of Gotungen, for the Year 1780", 
Vol, (Il, 1781. 


T the head of this volume we find an Introductory Difcour/, 
which was delivered at one of the academical meetings, in 

the prefence of the Duke of Wirtemberg, to whom it was pare 
ticularly addrefled. The choice of the fubject is as elegant, as 
the manner of treating it is learned and ingenious; and both 
furnifh new proofs of the fine tafte, acute fagacity, and exten- 
five erudition of Mr. Profeflor Heyne. The fubject is Hercules 
Mufagetes, i.e. Hercules, Condudtor of the Mufes; and the circum- 
flances that gave rife to this denomination. It is not ufual to meet 
with Hercules in fuch company ; we generally find him deftroying 
montters, difcomfiting troops of robbers, ftrangling giants, and 
performing feats of formidable valour: but here we fee him in 
the fociety of the Nine, nay even in the charaéter of their Chief 
and Conductor. That he is fo reprefented on fome ancient gems 
and medals, is an inconteftible faét; that a temple was dedi- 
cated, at Rome, in the Circus of Flaminius, Herculi Mufarum (to 
the Hercules of the Mufes), is equally certain; but how the old 
Grecian giant- killer came to obtain thefe literary diftinétions, is 
a point not fo eafily made out. It is true, learned men have 
not been wanting, who reprefent this fame Hercules as a pro- 
digy of erudition. Read the Que/iiones Romane of Plutarch; 
read feverai paflages of Ifocrates, Athenzus, Eumenes the rhe- 
torician, and other ancient writers ; read, to name no more, in 
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the Memoirs of the Academy of Infcriptions, the ingenious 
jiffertation concerning Hercules Mujagetes, by the learned Abbe 
Fontenu, and you will be informed, that this ancient hero was 
an adept in Theology, Mecicine, Mathematics, Attronomy, 
Literature, Philofophy, Eloquence, and Poetry. It may bea 
hard matter to refift fuch reipectable authorities ; but Mr. 
Heyne thinks it a much more difficult bufinefs to bring one’s 
felf to believe, that in a period, when the Grecians did not 
know their hornbook, when their ficlds were without culture, 
and their forefts were the habitations of robbers and wild beatts, 
aman fhould have arifen, furnifhed with all the treatures of eru- 
dition and the arts. 
But the authorities above-mentioned are not fo irrefiftable as 
is imagined ; and our Academ:cian’s critical examination of the 
teftimonies of ancient writers, with refpect to the learning of 
Hercules, diminifhes greatly their force. Thefe teftimonies are 
borrowed from the Sophifts, who propofed to their difciples du- 
bious fubjects to exercife their fubtilty, extravagant ones to dif- 
play their dialectical powers, pompous ones to improve them in 
the arts of invention and declamation. ‘Thus the fame of 
Hercules might be tran{ported by fiction and fancy from the 
ftrength of his body to the powers of bis mind. But thele tefti- 
monies come alfo from the panegyrics of the rhetoricians; and 
when J/ocrates flattered the vanity of Philip by the mention of 
his defcent from Hercules, it was the natural work of adulation 
to repre(ent this heroic anceftor as a prodigy of intellectual ac- 
quirements as well as of corporeal energy. Befides, as foon as 
this Grecian bruifer got into the aflembly of the Gods, his ex- 
ploits were in the mouths of the poets *, by whom they were em- 
bellifhed, and augmented; and from thence they got into the 
allegorical interpretations of the Stoics, who were very fond of 
fpiritualizing the fables of the Gods, and reducing mythology 
to reafon and philofophy. The poets, alfo, bad their part in 
the fiction, and the artifts, who followed with fuch ardour the 
defcriptions and allegories of the poets, might eafily be induced 
toimmortalize Hercules, with the pencil or the chifel, as the 
Conduétor of the Mules. 
Bue though all this may naturally enough account for the 
title of Hercules Mufagetes; yet our Author thinks that an acci- 
dental circumftance, a well known faét, was the true caufe of 
ths appellation he idea is ingenious, and the faét is as fol- 
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* See alio M. Court de Gebelin’s notion of Hercules, and ihat of 
‘r. cryan', in iormer volumes of our Review; aifo M. Dupuis’ Ex- 
Poution of this Demi-god and his attributes: for the latter, in parii- 
Siar, fee Apendix to our osth volume, p. 524. See alfo Dr, Mul- 
gtave's Hy pothelis, July 1782, p. 62, 
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lows: Fulvius Nobilior, among other fpoils, brought with him 
from /Etvlia to Rome, after the fack of Ambracia +, the ftatues 
of the Nine A/ufes, of exquifite workmanfhip. Thetfe he placed 
in the temple he had erected in honour of Hercules, and this 
alone is fufficient to account for the title of Hercules Mufarum, 
Nay, who knows, but a ftatue of the fon of Alcmena accom. 
panied the effigies of the Nine Sifters among the plunder of Am. 
bracia? in which cafe he might both literally and pleafantly be 
called Hercules Mufagetes. 
NATURAL PHILOSOPHY. 

Mem. I. Lxplications and Illuftrations relative to fome new and 
rare Families of Plants in the King’s Botanical Garden at Gottingen, 
accompanied with Figures. By Profeflor Jo. ANDREW Mur. 
RAY. 

Meo. II. Chirurgical Obfervations. By M. Aue. G. Ricu. 
TER. This Memoir contains the cure of an Amaurofis—of 2 
fractured thigh—of an obftructed vagina by perforation—of a 
cancer in the lower lip—of a Pto/fis, or fall of the eye-lids, and 
feveral obfervations on the depreffion of the fkull. 

Mem. III. Experiments, relative to the dying of Cotton with the 
Flowers of the Carthamus, or Baftard-Saffron {. By M. Joun 
BeckMAN. After having tried this dying-ftuff with fuccefs on 
wool and linens of all kinds, our very ingenious and Jaborious 
chemift employed it upon cotton, and, after a variety of trials 
and experiments, which are here defcribed at great length, and 
in a very Clear and inftruclive manner, met with remarkabie {uc- 
cefs. ‘There are many curious obfervations and faéts in this 
Memoir, which che connoiffeurs in natural hiftory and che- 
miftry will read with pleafure. Manufacturers will derive 2 
rich fund of information from it, with refpe&t to many import 
ant parts of the art of dying, and the practice of this art among 
the ‘Turks and the Armenians, fettled of late years at Aftracan, 
More efpecially, they will learn, by the ingenious and well-con- 
ducted experiments of M. BECKMAN, of what remarkable ule 
oil is in giving a lively and vigorous dye to cotton. He even 
recommends the ufe of it in dying linen yarn, whatever the co- 
Jour may be that is given to it; for fince its efficacy is fo great 
in making cottons abfurb more copioufly and quickly, and tt 
tain longer, the too volatile and fugitive hue of the Carthamus, 
it muft produce a fiill greater effect on thofe colours, which 
bear, by their natural ftrength, foap, falts, and the heat of the 
Sun, againft which the Carthamus cannot ftand its ground. 
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+ The royal refidence of Pyrrhus. 
t Called alfo in Englith the Safflower, It is a native of Egypt 
and is much and fuccefsfully cultivated in Germany, for the perp 
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Mou TV. Cincernin: argillacecus Earths in general, and more 
gfeciausy aR ud of Clay, found in tie Valley of Urach (in the Duchy 
of Waitembere, on the River Erms), By M. Jonn Frep. 
Gurtin. ‘Inis very elaborate Memoir contains 72 experis 
mens, mide on the clay cf Urach, is not fufceptible of any ana- 
\\fis or abridgment, that would not carry us beyond our 
bounds. 

Mem. V. Concerning the fundamental Meteorological Year. By 
Profefl. J. CHrisr, GATTERER. How fundamental? will our 
Readers afk. It is fo «alled, will our Academician reply, be- 
caufe his meteorological obfervations, curing the courfe of this 

ear, have been made in fuch a manner, that, when they are 
reduced to Tables (which work he has begun, and will foon 
finifh), they will ferve as a rule of proceeding, as a fure guide 
tv all chofe who defire to foretel, with certainty, the ftate of the 
atmofphere, not only at Gottingen, but throughout the whole 
globe, and to draw up annual meteorological kalendars, in the 
{ame manner as the aftronomical almanacks are formed.— If this 
be a great undertaking, the ways and means that have been em- 
ployed by M. Gatrerer for its execution, are, at leaft, proofs 
of abold and adventurous gentus, accompanied with extenfive 
knowledge, and the moft laborious activity. “The Memoir be- 
fore us fhews all this abundantly, and would make a vulgar 
reader imagine, that there was fomething very extraordinary in 
the brain that engendered fuch a plan of inveftigation ; but the 


fundamental meteorological year is not defigned for ordinary ob- 


fervers, What immenfe pains has this learned man taken? His 
meteorological divifions of the globe, reprefented on (geographical 
charts, in which the ocean is divided into four great meteorolo- 
gical portions, with each its adjoining tracts of land, which our 
Author calls its Meteorological diocefe, fubdivided into meteorolo- 
gical provinces), form the grand field of action and obfervation. 
Then come the meteorological iflands, by which he does not un- 
derftand iflands, properly {peaking, but great tracts of land, 
which are feparated (as it were) from the feas that lie neareft 
them, and whofe rivers either are loft in their fands, or form 
internal lakes and bodies of water.—After having fhewn his 
ground, our Academician exhibits his manner of proceeding. 
That he may not be looked upon by the Academy as a vain 
boaiter, he expofes to view not only fome of the meteorological 
tables that he has already calculated, but alfo the ufe and me- 
thod of all his tables. He begins with the ALcteoralogical Tables 
of the Sun, who is the principal agent in the changes of the 
atmof{phere, though it has never as yet been explained (fays our 
Author) how or according to what laws of nature the great lu- 
minary produces thefe changes, He blames much his predecef- 
fors in this fcience, for having confidered the powers of the Sun 

and 
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= Moon only afronomically, and not met: arologicaily 5 ; for hay. 
alfo omitted many of thete powers, and fcarcely ever thought 
of meafuring their q: lantity. He obferves, that the metcorolo- 
gical sil te of the Sun depends on the varying fituation of 
the folar equator and axis, on the diminution or increafe of the 
obliquity of the eccliptic, on the inequality of the folar light, 
which procceds from the inequality of the Sun’s furface (but 
is redrefied gradually by every fu! lar revolution) on the ya. 
rying Silence of the Sun from the place of the Meteoro! ogic 
Obtervatory, on the various time of his rifing and fetting, toe 
on many other circumftances of this kind. All thefe have been 
confidered and comprehended by our Academician in the con. 
ftruction of his Solar Tables, the greateft part of which are al. 
ready fin.faed ; and of which fourteen are indicated, with 2 noe 
tice of their contents, in this Memoir. This notice is followed 
by one of eight Meteorological Lunar Tables. Here the Moon's 
influence appears to be more extenfive than we could have 
wifhed to fee it. After thefe lunar tables come Afeteorological 
Comparative Tables, which exhibit the folar and lunar powers in 
their joint force. We have not yet done; for thefe are 
followed by MZetcorelogical, Terreftrial, cr Lecal Tables, rela- 
tive to local winds—to the diminution of heat in proportion to the 
elevation of places above the Surface of the ocean—to the acceleration 
or chfiruciion of meteors according to the dijlance of a place ir om the 
fea - to the i 9 a or moiflure of a aiftri id—to the variations of 
atmofpherical eleétricity—the magnetic needley—lirhtning, &c. Then 
come, finally, 4uxtliary MVeteorclogical Tables, which contai 
Comparative Tables of barometers and thermometers of every 
kind—Barometrical Tables in which the Paris meatures are re- 
ences to thofe of London and Rhinland— Tables of degrees and 
f hours—Comparative Tab!cs of degrees and hours— Tables of 
longitudes and latitudes in time and in deyrees—and fome 
Tables, in which the quantities, varioufly exprefled in the So- 
Jar, Lunar, and Local Tables, are reduced to a common ftand- 
ard. It might be well expeéte ed, that fuch an amazing appa- 
ratus would not be brought upon the ftage for nothing, and that 
the mountain wou!d not feel fach throws of labour only to pro- 
duce a moufe : accordingly, all this terminates in A/Zeteorslecical 
Preditions and Metesrolecical Kalendars, which are to foretell all 
the future afpects, features, ftates, and temperatures of the at- 
mofphere, in fccula faculorum 
Mem. VI. The Hiftory of the Aptenodytes, a Bird whofe Kind 
1s only found in the Southern Occan. By Dr. OHN REINOLD 
ForsTer. ‘I his bird, which has many things in common with 
the Penguin, and the Alka, and is of the gooic kind, has, how- 
ever, peculiarities enough to manana Mr. Forster to conhi- 
der it as anew genus, to which he has anncxed the new deno- 
mination 
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mination of Aptenodyta, from ‘\rtaues, whence ‘oem 1, incapable 
of fying and durw, to dive, or fink, which make UTTNVODUTNS 
sad denotes a bird which dives, and never ufes its wings for fly- 
We have much zoological difcufion in this Memoir, and 
very particular deferiptions ot the various forts of Apicnodytas (it 
is a very uncouth word, Mr. Forfer!) that come under this 
general denomination. Thefe accurate and circumftantial de~ 
{criptions are accompanied with four plates, reprefenting, with 
their natural colours, four forts of the bird in qucttion, the 
Chryfiome, the Patagonian, the Papua, and the Antartica. 
MATHEMATICS. 

Mem. I. Rules for deferibing the Lunar Difk at a given Time. 
By M. Apr. G. Karstner. In this learned and ingenious 
Memoir the Academician inquires what, in a given time, is the 
phafe of the Moon, and the afpect of her fpots; as alfo, in 
what fituation thefe fpots appear at the ecliptic, or the other 
circles, which we conceive in the heavens. ‘This inquiry ts of 
ufe in eclivfes of the Moon, to foretel the order in which the 
fpois enter into the earth’s fhadow, or emerge out of it, and al- 
fy in other Junar obfervations. The formuiz, or rules, which 
condu&t M. KAgESTNER in the folution of thefe queftions, dif- 
cover a geometrical fpirit and genius of the firft order. 

Mem. Il. Concerning the various Attempts of Architeéts to de- 
termine, by Axalyfis, the be/t Form of a Fortification. By M. Au. 


Lup. Frep Me srer.—Mem. Ill. Concerning the Methed of 


calculating the Effeé? of Cannon in Steges and Battles. By the fame. 
We recommend the perulal of thefe two Memoirs to all the fons 
of fulphur and nitre. 

History and PHILOLOGY, 

Mem. 1. Concerning the Era of the Teutonic or German Lane 
guage in the Statutes and Confiitutions of the Empire. By M. J. 
CurisT. GATTERER. The Academician proves, in this Me- 
moir, that the Kdict, or Conttitution, pudlifhed by the Emperor 
Frederic If. at the Diet of Mentz, in 1235, was the firft Impe- 
rial edit compofed in the German language. This has been 
generally believed ; but it never was fo fully proved before, 

Mem. Il. A Differtation concerning Chriftian Mummies B 
M. Witttam Francis Waxcuius, Prof:flur of Church 
Hiftory at Gottingen. ‘i here is plenty of erudition in this Me- 
moir. The matter treated in it is curious: and the learned Au- 
thor, while he difcufles the queftion, whether the Chriftians in 
Eoynt preferved their dead in the form of mummies, illufrates 
everal particulars, relative to the practice of the Egyptians in 
embalming, burying, and preferving the bodics of their deceafe 
friends. It appears, from the teftimonies of ancient authors, 
that the Eeyptians were the only people who prefe:ved their 
dead in the form of mummies: it alfo appears, that they pre 
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ferved them in their houfes,—to which the general inundations 
of the Nile may, perhaps, have given occafion: it appears, 
moreover, that Kircher, Caylu:, and other antiquaries of note are 
miftaken, when they affirm, ‘that the art and the cuftom of 
forming mummies only took place in thofe ancient periods of 
the Egypti ian monarchy, that dated long before the firft appear. 
ance of Chriftianity ; for M. Watcuius proves, from the tef. 
timonies of Lucian and St. Augu/tin, that this method was in 
ufe in their times. From hence it is poffible, that the £ ‘2YD- 


‘tians, who embraced Chriftianity, may have practifed the cuf- 


tom of reducing their dead to the form of mummies. And 
thus the idea of thofe, who maintzin that the Chri/fian as well as 
the Pagan Egyptians had their mummies (with this difference, 
that the former buried them, whereas the latter kept them in 
their houfes), is not to be rejected as void of all probability : but 
this is very different from a proof of the faét, which has been 
aflerted by few, if any, modern writers, except Chiffet and 
Bingham. Our Academician, after fiftine a confiderable num- 
ber of fentences from Athenagoras, Origen, the fragments of 
Dionyfius preferved by Eutebdius, and Athanafius (for it feems 
Clemens of Alexandria fays nothing about the matter), calls out 
Ignoramus: but a particular examination of two mummics in 
the col!ection of Drefden made him incline to the notion, that 
the Chriftians had their mummics, and that thefe two were of 
the number. Winkelmann, who has defcribed and illuftrated 
thefe remains, is of a different opinion: and fo is the ingenious 
Author of the following Memoir. 

Mem. IIL]. Some Gleanings from Antiquity on the Subject? of 
Mummies. _By Profeflor Heyne. The preceding Memor 
treated of Chriftian mummies, or rather of mummies of Chrift- 
ians; inthis M. Heyne treats of mummies in general, and 
fhews a great dea] of learning in enumerating the difficulties 
that remove al] hope of coming at any competent knowledge of 
the Egyptian fepulchres and Mummies. Neverthelefs, he feys 
many things pertinently on the fubjeét; but he avoics telling 
ftories on flender authorities, or retailing faéts upon dubious 
evidence,—in which refpects he ftands eminently diftingurthed 
from the vulgar tribe of Philologers. ‘There is really an abun- 
dance of good erudition and ingenious realoniny and inveltiga- 
tion in this Memoir. 1t contains the moft shor account of 
the origin and the different kins of mummics we have ever met 
with, as alfo an excellent fuimmary, illuftrated with the true 
fpirit of criticifm, of what Herodotus and Diodorus siculus have 
related concerning the Egyptian manner of p'cierving bodiesy 
and making mummies. It is, however, remarkable, that none 
of the mummies now known, and kept in the colicction ot the 
Curious, anfwer to the defcriptions given by thefe two hifivrians. 
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Our Author does not conclude from thence, that thefe mum- 
mies are pofterior to the times of Herodotus and Diodorus: they 
may have been ancient, but not defcribed : were they modern, 
f:ys our Academician, they would probably bear fome veftiges 
of Perfian or Grecian manners; but this is not the cafe ; for 
every thing, fays he, that we meet with in thefe mummies ts 


entirely Egyptian, and expreffive, only, of the religion of that 


country. ; 
Mem. IV. Concerning the Changes that have taken place in the 


Portan Religion. By M. Cur. Meiners. After having treated, 
‘n three preceding Memoirs, concerning the perfon, character, 
and doftrines of Zoroafter, the learned Academician, in this 
fourth and laft, gives us a general hiftory of the Perfian Theo- 
lozy, in all its varying afpeéts. Many learned men have gone 
over the fame ground before him; but, it feems, they have left 
him room enough to expattate, without his being obliged to 
follow their footfteps: for, fays he, they have all, either built a 
favourite hypothefis upon the ruins of the moft refpectable re- 
cords of antiquity ; or, when they have gone to work with more 
impartiality, they have accumulated the accounts of writers of 
all ages with little method and judgment, neither attending to 
the refpective weight and authority of the Authors they have 
confulted, nor diftinguifhing the periods in which certain doc- 
trines and rites prevailed, From this negligence has arifen the 
molt difgufting confufion of do&trines and rites totally different, 
in the accounts that have been given of the Perfian religion.— 
It may be fo—However, as our Academician fharply cenfures 
his predeceflors in this line, it may be juftly expeéted that he 
will do better: and accordingly we think the Memoir before us 
amatterly fketch of the ecclefiaftical hiftory (if we may fo call 
it) of the Perfians. 

It is divided into three Parts. In the firft, the learned Pro- 
fellor inquires into the primitive religious worfhip of the ancient 
Perfians, and points out the changes it underwent from the imi- 
tation of the cuftoms and facred rites of other nations, before 
they were fubjeéted to the dominion of the Greeks. In the 
fend, he relates the changes that were introduced into the Perfian 
theology, during the period that elapfed between the conquefts 
of Alexander and the government of the Arabians. And in the 
la?, he fhews by what means the Perfian religion, which, in the 
two precedings periods, had been much corrupted, was, after 
the final fubverfion of that empire by the Arabs, fo totaliy 
changed, that fcarcely any of its ancient features remained.—We 
nuft not pretend to follow our Author through al! the mazes of 
this learned and ingenious difcuffion; bat we cannot help bear- 
ing teftimony to the perfpicuity and precifion for which it is 
Commendable. In the firft part, he confiders the Perfians as of 

Scythian 


~ Se 























wg : 


256 ForEIGN LITERATURE: 


Scythian origin, and as following the theological opinions 
that were adopted by the ancient Scythians and Celts, worthip. 
ping the Atmoiphere as their Fupiter, the Sun, under the name 
of Mithras, and regarding the earth, the water, and the fire (the 
two laft of which were beheld with a peculiar and equal venera. 
tion) as partaking of adivine nature. He defcribes the fimpli- 
city of their worthip in antient times, and the alterations it un- 
derwent, before Alexander’s expedition, by the fuperftition of 
their Kings and Princes, and tne culpable and corrupt negli. 
gence of the Magi. This was remarkable in the reigns of Darius 
Hyftafpes, and Xerxes; of whom the latter, more efpecially, 
was deeply infected with the Grecian fuperftitions. This in- 
fection was fpread foon among the lower orders, and occafioned 
the introduction of new objects and methods of worfhip into the 
kingdom of Perfia. Among other curious things, in the fecond 
part of this Memoir, are our Author’s difquifitions concerning 
the fuperftitious rites that were added to the worfhip of Mithras, 
which, as he proves with learning and judgment, were neither 
invented in Perfia, nor introduced by Zoroafter, nor known 
among the Perfians before the time of Alexander ; but were con- 
trived by a band, or rather a people of robbers, compofed of fu- 
gitives from almoft all the Eaftern nations, and who, for many 
years took up their chief refidence among the rocks and in the 
caverns of Cilicia. ‘The abfurd inventions of this banditti pafled 
into the hands of the Greeks and Romans, who adopted the 
rites and ceremonies, and even gods, of all the barbarous na- 
tions, and embellifhed them with new names, inventions, and 
decorations. He fhews alfo, that the Perfians during the whole 
period of their fubjeCtion to the Greeks and Parthians, neither 
worlhipped new Gods, nor ereéted temples and images in ho- 
nour of their ancient deities. He, however, acknowledges, 
that, not long after the domination of the Greeks, they confe- 
crated chapels to Fire, and made feveral innovations in their 
worfhip of this divine object, and in their former manner of fa- 
crificing, which are here particularly enumerated. When the 
Parthian yoke was broken, and the Magi, who had been re- 
duced by the Parthians to the condition of jugglers and fortune: 
telle:s, refumed their ancient dignity with the returning inde- 
pendence of their fovereigns, attempts were made to reform the 
Perfian worfhip, and to bring it back to its ancient fimplicity 
and purity. ‘lhefe attempts were not without fuccefs, as feve- 
ral fuperftitious abufes were removed, though fome new inven- 
tions were alfo introduced, which did not favour of a fpirit of 
reformation. All thefe are accurately related by our learned 
Profeflor. But it is in the third part of this Memoir, that we 


fee the total fall of the ancient religion of the Perfians ; firft per- 
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feeuted by the Arabians, and then deformed with the fuperfti- 
tions of that people, and thofe of the Indian nations. 
Mem. V. Concerning the Succeffars of Ptolemy Vil. Euergetes II. 
xe. By M. J. Rernorp Forster. This is alcarned attempt 
to reduce to a chronological order the hiftory of the Prolemies 
on the throne of Egypt. . 
Mem. VI. Concerning the Religien and the Lancnuage of the Sae 
beans. By M. Matra. Norperc. The Sabwans, who are 
the fubject of this Memoir, are thofe, who are known under 
the denomination of the Chri/lians of St. ‘Febu the Bapti/t. The 
inveftigations that have been hitherto made of their religious 
tenets and language, have been attended with great difficul- 
ties, and have not difpelled all the obfcurity that covers this 
part of ecclefiaftical hittory. ‘The very learned Author of this 
Memoir has thrown new licht upon this fubjedt, by a careful 
perufal of certain curious MSS. in the Library of the King of 
France, which contain the religion and laws of the Sabzeans, 
written in their ancient language. From what he met with in 
thefe manufcripts, he concludes, that the Sabeans, are not to 
be confidered, with re{pect to religion, as Chaldeans, becaufe they 
donot worfhip the Sun, Moon, and Stars; nor as ‘Jews, becaufe 
they do not expect a Meffiah; nor as Chriflians, becaufe they 
confider Chrif? as a falfe Meffiah : he is of opinion that their re- 
ligious fyftem is a medley of Chaldzifm, Judaifm, and Chrifti- 
anity, and the reafons on which he founds this hypothefis are 
both plaufible and ingenious. “The account, moreover, which 
he gives of the Sabzean religion (and which he received from a 
learned Maronite, who lived long in the moft intimate fami- 
larity and correfpondence with the members of that fe) is 
interefting and curious, as are alfo feveral {pecimens of the ma- 
nufcripts already mentioned, which are here printed in Syriac 
characters, accompanied with notes, and a Latin tranflatidn. 
Upon the whole, this volume is replete with elegant and in- 
terefting erudition, and does honour to the learned and judicious 
members of the Society of Gottingen. M = 
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Art. 9. 4 Letter of Advice, addreffed to all Merchants, Manus 
fatturers, and Traders, of every Denomination, in Great Britain, 
concerning the Tax on Receipts, which is to take place on the Firft 
Day of September next; in which the oppreflive Partiality of the 

ax, and the lawfu! Means of avoiding it, are plainly, fairly, and 

honeftly fet forth, and made Clear to the mednett Capacity. By 
Oliver Quid, Tobacconift. 8vo. 6d. Kearfley. 1783. 

TBEne is atribe of authors, fwarming about this great town, 


a who feduloufly watch the times, and catch the occa/ions living 
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as they rife.” Mr. Quid, one of thefe literary freebooters, has feized 
the receipt-tax as lawtul game; and he mates game of it. He thoots 
with Swift’s gun ; but it 1s not Switt’s hand that draws the trigger, 
PoETICAL 
Art. 10. The Cumbrian Feflival. A Poem. By a Cumbrian, 
atc. 1s. Od. Rebion. 1783. 

A political paftoral, written in a ityle, if not uniformly elegant, 

yct, in general, chafte, pleafing, and harmonious, It is too lavith of 


its incenfe to the ** powers that be;” and time perhap; may convince 


the Author, thata man may bz a poet without being a prophet, 
The following defcription of the ‘Genius of Cumbria,’ and § the 
Mountain Goddels Liverry,’ are truly poetical : 
‘ Hard by, beneath an oak’s wide-arching fhade, 
I {pied a manly form, at eafe reclin’d ; 
A raffet garb his nervous limbs array’, 
And carelefs dignity befpoke his mind. 
Save that whene’er the feflive band drew nigh, 
Led by their Queen thro’ all the meafur’d maze, 
On her, methought, he caft an earnett eye, 
On her he fix d a fond impaflion’d gaze, 
And O fuch beauty well might charm a God! 
Tempt him to quit his heav’n for Cumbria’s plain! 
No nymph fo fweet the vale of Tempe trod, 
When Love made Phoebus’ felf a cottage fwain, 


Like Phoebus’ fifler fhe, as tall, as fair, 
As chatte her looks, yet kind!ing warm defire: 
While D:an’s eyes of too fevere an air, 
Reprefs and chill the paffion they injpire. 
Yet fuch her form, and fuch the veft the wore, 
Zon'd, but itil] waving in the playful wind ; 
And half her iv’ry neck and bofom o’er 
Floated her auburn treiles unconfin’d. 


And fuch the virgin train her fleps attend, 
As bloom’d with Dian in the glowing chace; 
Their charms in each thro’ various beauties blend, 


Yer ftill a fiifter-likenefs marks each face.’ 
e*°* Ni 


ifficult to preferve a jult medium between fatire and de. 
traction, as between praife and flattery. Perhaps the Poet is better 
juftified in calling the Duke of Portland ¢ the Friend of Freedom and 
Mankind,’ than in configning * the inglorious olive’ to the Earl of 
Shelburne, _ » 9 
Ait. 11. The Peafant of Auburn; or, the Emigrant. ‘A Poem 
Infcribed to the Karl of Caruiile. by T. Coombe, D. D. 40 
ss Elmfly. 
The Poet fuppofes that Fdwin, a peafant cf Auburn (a village 
whofe poetical exiilence and hiftory * every body is acquainted with) 
driven from home Ly the enclofure of the commons, migrates with 
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‘family to America. In the courfe of their voyage, his wife and 
ewo fons are carried off by ficknefs and fae’ Ze and no fooner 
and his furvisins cavghter lend im Smerica, than fhe is ra- 
vied from him by the Tudians. Tae fiory d-ts uot feem to have 
been written with a v: few of fuggelting any particuiar moral, Pole 
{bly the Author wifhed to check the {pirit of emigration to America. 
Confidered merely as a pathetic tale, ic is not wichout merit. This 
decilion will be jouihi ed by the following extract: 

¢ Twelve tedious weeks we plough’d the wintry main, 

And hop’d the port, but hop’d, alas ! ! in vain, 

Till left of heaven, and prefs rd tor daily bread, 

Each gaz'd at each, and ‘heap the fickly head 

‘Two little tons, my hope, my humble pride, 

Too weak to combat, languith d, wail’d, and died, 

Stre:ch ‘don the deck the breathlefs — lay, 


f As buds pat forth in April's s ftormy d 


Not Emma’s {elf remain’d my woes i. alla 

Borne with her babes upon a watery bier. 

Five days the frucgled with the fever’s fire, 

The fixih fad morn behe'd my faint expire. 

Thefe trembling lips her lips convuifive pref, 

Thefe trembling hands futtain’d her finking breaft; 
Thefe trembling hands difcharp’d each mournful rite; 


‘% Soorh’d her laft pang, and feal’d her dying fight. 


To the fame deep their dear remains were given, 
Their ming gled {pirits wing’d their flight to heaven, 
One only d. iughter in life's vernal pride, 


Ae Surviv’d the wreck that w heln n’d my ail befde. 


Senatch’d from the peace of death, and loathing day, 
Oa bleak Hen!open’s coait the mourner lay. 
Theie aged arms her languid body bore 
Paro’ the rude breakers, to that ruder fhore. 
Mercy, {weet heaven! and did the pitying itorm 
Spare but for deeper ills that angel form! 
Blelt had we funk unhe -eced in the wave, 
And mine and Lucy’s been one common graves 
But J am loft, a worn out, ruin’d ‘man, 
And fiends complete what tyranny began.’ C---b, 
Art.i2. d Critici/r ” on the Elegy written in a Country Churches 
Jard; being a Continuation ot Dr. | ———=n’s Criticifm on the 
Yoemsot Gray. vo, 28. Wilkie. 1783 
In this ironical imicatioa of Dr. Johnfon, his atrabilious mode of 
Criticiling is more fuccefsfully imitated than his ityle of sageelions 
tony is a delicace weapon, which requi res great fkillto manage with 
dexterity. [tis in this p amphlet fometimes ufed in fo eguivocala 
a that if is diflicuig to guefs whether the wriser intends to be 
in jet or earnett. 
Ait, 13. The Chrifian: a Poem, in Four Books. By Charles 
Crawtord, Hig. 8v9, 25. Dociley. 178t6 
The preface to this poem, the fat ject of which is taken from the 
¢ the miracles » aud piaph eciés of Chrifl, contains tore fentible 
"S@arks on the proofs of the truth of Chritlianity, and is much better 
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worth rezcing than the poem itfelf, which is bat a Very moderate 

performace. Mr. Crawford certati ly miltakes his talents when he 

apples tiucm © poetry. 4 ' cp) 

At. 14. Difirefs: a Poem. By Ropert Noyes, Cranbrook’ 
Kent. gto. 28. Od. Law. 1783. 

The fubje&t of this poem fugpeficd stfelf in contequence of the Au. 
thor’s particular fituation. He hid been Minitler of a Diffenting 
congrepetion twenty- fix years, and was cifmiffed, without any other 
reaioa given, as he intorms us, than that the congregation was no 
lo..ger able vo fupport the ex pence of a minifler; though at the fame 
time, he adds, they intended to engage another at an advanced fa. 
lary. iais poem, though an unpolifiied performance, contains evi- 
dent marks of ftrong fente, and lively imagination, ‘J he principal, 
and indeed the beft, part of the poem is cccu;ied in delineating the 
Author’s feelings ariling from his own tituation, We here meet with 
many lines that are forcible and pathetic. 0 
Art. 15. Poetical Effufions of the Heart. 8vo. 1783. No ‘ 

Publither’s Name, nor Price. 

Thefe cffufions confift of Elegies, Epiitles, Odes, Mifcellancous 
Pieces, and Levities, They were written, as we are informed in 
“© rhe Prelude,” under fome peculiar difedvantages—a confideration 
that cifarme the feverity of criticifm. The author’s name, as appears 
from ‘he infcription [To Gardner Buliftrode, Efq;] is John Dell, He 
dates from Dover. ‘ 
Art. 16. The Vis-a-Vis of Berkley-/quare: or a Wheel off Mrs, 

W-t--n’s Carriage. Infcribed to Florizel. 40. 15, 6d, 

Murray. 

Pert and indecent. i 
Art.17. The Disjointed Watch: or, Truth rent afunder and 

divided. A Similitude attempted in Metre. By Francis Okely, 

formerly of St. John’s College, Cambridge. 12mo. 2d. Lack- 

ington. 1783. 

A father goes abroad, and leaving his watch at home, it fell into 
the hands of his children, who, not knowing its ufe, though fondly 
admiring its beauty, firft play with it, then open it, and at laft fpoil 
it. One injures the dial-plate, another the wheels, a third breaks the 
the chain, and a fourth weakens the main-fpring. When the Father 
scturms, he finds the watch all im pieces! Here hes the cafe ; there are 
fcattered in confufion the different movements. It was now his buf- 
nefs to co!le& them together, and if poflible to reflore them to their 
original order, that they might not lie in ufelefs parts and divifions; 
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but, giving mutual afliliance to each other, might again complete one 
beautiful and harmonious machine. 

This is the Tale of the Watch, The moral, or the ‘ myftery’ of 
it, we fhall give the Reader in the words of the pious and benevoleas 
Author. 
- Reader, without a leng refearch, 

Thou’let find this warch to be the church, 

Pillar and ground of truth entire, 

Which doth right faith and love infpire, 

And can’t you in thefe children fee 

Beguiling Satan’s fubtilty ? : 
i Whereit, 
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Wherein, alas! e’en now abice 
All “4s, which Christendom divide. 
We'll then, asin the charch’s youth, 

Refign vain whim for folid truth: 

Repent of ftolen, righteous pride, 

Believe in Jefus cracthed, 

And then 1n God’s beloved Son, 

Will acu be found again ia ons. 

We lament, with good Mr. Okely, the divifions that have made 

the church fo unfortunately deferving of the appellation: of Afilitant ; 
but fo obitinate is the evil, that we are afraid that the beit poetry ia 


the world will have little influence towards its reformauion ! 
D.o-k, 


DRAMATIC. 

Art. 18. The Receipt Tax. A Farce, in Two Adts, ss per- 
formed at the !heatre-Koyal in the Haymarket, with untverfal 
Applaufe. Written by the Author of Zoo Ciwit by Halr. Sve, 
1s. Stockdale. 1733. 

This farce thould rather have been entitled, 4 receipt for a Lenefit ; 
its primary object being to ferve the comedian (Mr. Wallon) to whom 
itis infciibed. Having omce anfwered that purpofe, it fhould have 
been configred to oblivion. It has no fort of reterence to the Tax 
from which it is named; but confilts of a ftring of miferable c7ui- 
vogues, hacknied on the ftage, and unenlivened by novelty of cha- 
recier, or pleafantry of dialopue. | 

OVEL S. oe 

Art. 19. Memoirs of the Man/tein Family: pathetic, fentimental, 
humourous, and fatirical. 1zmo. 2 Vols. 6s, bound. Lowndes. 
1733. 

This Novel peffeffes a confiderable degree of merit ; and is, in al- 
moitevery view, fuperior to the general run of produCtions of this 
fort. It interefts us (and this is the capital merit of a novel, the Coz- 
ditio fine gua nom) in the fortunes of the principal perfonages who 
hgure in it: we realize the fcene, and take a fhare in the event. To 
the merit of keeping us awake, it adds the merit of keeping us pure. 
As its graver inflruciions do not fatigue the mind, {o its liyhier fal- 
lies do not taint the fancy. The feelings it communicates are chatte, 
and the aife¢tions it would infpire are benevolent. 

The Writer's character of the good f{chool-mafer will afford the 
Reader a very proper fpecimen of his ftyle and manoer 

* Our matters Tiles happily adjuiied, my mother foon qu'tted 
Brookfhead ; and we were fen: to fcnool at Hatherl:igh, near which 
piace my uncle lived with a fmall eflablifiment in a comfortable 
asode, much refpected, and his chief empioywent and pride the 
diftribution of juitice to the neighbourhood, as one of his Majefy’s 
reprefenta ives. ... To my MasTer’s honour I muft mentioni:, that 
thougiya {chookgmafter, he had no: a grain of tyranny in his compos 
fition 7*he was OF the facred Order, had been Fellow of a college, and 
ficceeced to a living ; but having 2 large family, and a {mall forcsune, 
he fubmitted to the irkfome tafk of tuition, to increafe his income, 
and make fome provifion for his children. He was a complete {cho- 
far; and thcugh expedience, not choice, led him to this prufedion, he 

| | T 3 had 
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had a real zeal to communicate to his pupils a portion of the know. 


Jedye which he poffefled 
‘ (is manners vere fingularly mild and engaging, and the afpea 


of feveri'y never clouded his brow bis remon rances were the chid. 
ings of ; Sagan and che w aruings Of a friend As he refolved to in- 


fluence by reafon, not ruie ly fear, he never ufed the rod of correc. 
tio. except for fome very atrocious oflence—and but once ; becaufe 
expuiiion from the fehool infaliibly tollowed wilful and obftinate nes 
glizence, or repeated ime moraliies. 

‘ (sor was v bis praclice too Ke us on to excel by the excitement 
of proud emu ation. Or give us ra nk according to the exaét {cale of 
our atta) nents, He Wh. ‘ely bf ry ed, th: at bo oys of flower paris, but 


cgual or ine rd di ligence, VOC uld by this means be difceur raged, He 


commended, iberetfore, always according .o the attention which he 
faw employ Pe rather than according to the meafure of excellence; 
by which means, while all due praile was given to the forward, none 
were diflieartened or difpirtied. as every boy felt 1t was in his own 
power to plea. © him, and was fure of a approbation when he did his 
belt. ‘ 

© We loved him like a father, and were more afraid of his difplea- 
fure, thin of the lighting down of his arm im puntthment: and I re. 
member being greatly {ar rprifed, when I heard a grown man at my 
uncie’s table sik me, how o%en IT had been flogged at fchool? and 

dF to th 4% ho Our, whe never he met his old 
igho 


* We had fpent two years in France. We were very young, and 
foon Iearne.) the language as natives, the fervants being all French, 
and no other fpoken in the faniily. At fchool this was alfo taught 
and {poken, under the peaalty of a fimall forfeit, three afternoons in 
évery week; a year being allowed to thofe who were admitted to 
learn it, The other days were employed in the learned languages, 
and a little geography and hittory by way of relaxation. 

My maiie~ {poke Latin fluently, and encouraged us to {peak to 
him and to each in this language, obferving, that it would be more 
readily attained in this w ay than by mere reading and tranflating: 
and if we fhould in future life travel, or appear In any public capa- 
city abroad, a facility of exprefiing ourf:! ves in Latin, which even 
many good fcholars wantec, would be prcal arly ufeful to Us, as this 
was the uni-erfal language among the Literati, as French is of the 
courts of Europe. 

As we had every indulgence of reafonable amufement and boyihh 
pai and lived under no fenfible dread of pu anithment t, Tam bound 
to reckon the days J pall with . r. Fieetwood among the happielt, as 
well as byt bay the moit innocent of my life.’ 

On the whole, this Novel will afford the Reader a very rational 
amu/ement, ia thofe hours when he relaxes from bufinefs, or when 
more ferious ftudies are fufpended, — 

Art. 20. Tbe Orphan. 12m0. 2 Vols. 6s. bound. Hook- 
ham. 1783. 

There is a prettinefS in this Novel; but it wants feafoning. Ie 
confift, too much of infipid relations of uninterefting adventures, and 
tedious repetitions of ractures and terrors, and coubts and fears, ." 
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fy on, through the whole generation of fenfibility. The principal 
mufement arifes from the changes and fucceflions of fortune ; and 
yet the events which produce them are of the common fort. We are 
pot kept in fufpence, becaufe we forefee the conclufion. o 
MiscELLANEOUS, ‘ 
Art. 2t. The Beauties of Shakefpeare, felected from his Plays and 
Poems. s2mo. 2s. 6d. fewed Kearfley. 

Something of this fort was attempted by Gildon. He entitled his 
fleivn, Shake/peariana, and affixed it to his ‘* Complete Art of 
Poetry.” Dr. Dodd purfued a different method. He did not arrange 
the beauties of the great dramatilt under diftin& heads, like Gildon 
and the prefent publither, but culled our whar he thoaght the more 
firiking paflages, and placed them in the order in which they occur in 
the plays, without any regard to alphabetical diitinétion, His plan 
was more extenfive; but the prefent method its more ufeful to chofe 
who wifh to fee how Shakefpeare hath exprefied himfelf on various 
fubjecis which relate to the paflions and purfuits of men, and the 
events of human life, He that will read Shakefpeare in the deta, 
and take him in parts and parcels, may here be fisted to his tate, Oe 
Art. 22. A Narrative of the Two Sailors \ately arrived in Eng- 

Jand, and who were wrecked in the GROSVENoR Indiaman, onthe 

Coait of Cafraria, Aug. 4, 1782. 8vo. 1s. Pownal. 1783. 

The two failors feem to have been prefied into the fervice of a 
bookemaker. 

Art. 23. 4n Account of the Lofs of the Grofvensr Indiaman, com- 
manded by Capt. John Coxon, Aug. 4, 1782. Being the Report 
given in to the Halt India Company by Alexander Daleymple, f fq. 
Yubiithed with the Approbation of the Court of Direciors. vo. 
1s. Nourfe, &c, 

This account is the refult of a ftri&t examination of the four per- 
fons (fo often mentioned in the papers) who efcap¢d the wreck of the 
unhappy Grofvenor, and have fince arrived in Ireland, Ir. Dal- 
rymple, whofe extenfive fkill in geography is vel] known, conjectures, 
with great appearance of truth, that the mi:fotene happened nearly 
in 28° 30° S, in the Caffiee country. The partca'ars cf what befel 
the Captain, crew, and paflengers (in number about 140 perfons), af- 
ter the lofs of the fhip, in their travels through that barburous and 
inhofpitable country, cannot fail to be very intereling; and will be 
moit peculiarly fo to fuch readers whole relations or friends were per- 
lonally involved in the dreadful calamity here defcribed. Mr. D. is 
of opinion, from feveral circumftances, that miny lives of the fuiter- 
ers may yet be preferved among the natives; and therefore he hu- 

Panely reommends that a proper veliel be immediately appeinted to 
range the coafls, in order to bring away the furvivors. 

Art. 24. Phyfical Prudence; or the Quack’s Triumph over the 
Faculty. lufcribed to Lord J, Cavendiih, s2mo. 15, 6d. 
Wilkie. 1783, 

os The Author of this ftrange pamphlet, who is undoubtedly an em- 
+ piric in writing, whatever he may be in phylfic, prefaces his work, 
with an addrefs to the quacks, of forty-eight pages; comprehending 
gailimaufry of politics, taxation, medicine, and fifty other things, 
gue mune prefribere longum eft.” 
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Phyfical Prudince ilelf, which does not occupy many more paces 
than the acdre o5 35 much to the jame purpose, aud is written In the 
fame ftyle. It is either verfe run mad, or profe run mad —we Cannor 
determine witch. Batall this prudence, and all this phyfic, we can 

info?m our Readers, owe their original to the tax on Noltrums, pros 
jected by Lor | Cavendith. . U.. 
Art. 25. 4 Capital Miflake of the Legiflature, refpe&ing the y: 
} | ‘Taxes on Receipts, &c. Which mutt enher procuce an immediate , 
Repeal of thefe unprecedented Duties, or convince the World that | 
the Supjects of Great Britain are now entirely loft to every 
Senfe of their own Intereft. By a Gentleman converfant in Reve. 
{ nue Affiirs. Svo. 6d, Keariley. 1733. , 





~, 
ne 


If this Author be right, as he reaily appears to be be, Government 
is certainly wrovg; avd have, indeed, made a ‘‘ capital miftake,” in 
: fixing the receipt ttamp at fo high arace, The ttamps will, as this 
fenfible Writer contends, be a tempting object to forgers, both do. 
( meffic and fure:gn. From the nature of the material, &¢. ota * papers 

ftamp, detection wili be extremely ditlicult, if not impoflible; and 

: e thé evil may eventually operate to the ucter ruin Of the itamp re. 

* vénue. 

; Art. 26. 4 Short Addrefs to the Public, upon a Subject of the 
vimell f{inzortence to che ture e Saie:y ard “elfare of the Britrth 
Dominions. by Taomas oueridau, A.M. 410. Od. Dodfley, ol 
17>}. } 

This § Addrefs upon a fubjcct of the utmoft mmportanc.’ talks 
about—and about a new plan of cducaiioa for young gcntlenen of 
+) rank and dilii ction. ‘She autheritics of Malton, Locke, and Berk. 

ley are pompoufly appealed to; and « courre © G detta ions on this 
fabjet are as pompoufly announced * a Hick ord s Griat Koom in 

Brewer’: ftree:.” We tace it for grauted teat wire and Laun, Loge : 

and Metaphytics are to make no part of th:s great code of education, , 

fince we are told that * they are at preient iaid avde within a few 
years;’ and that geatiemen * have the double trouble of unlearuing 
many things which they bejvie thought the perfection of human 
knowicdge.? What is to be fubtliiaced in the room of thefe exploded 

\ ftud.cs, we cre not yer informed It is doubileis fome:ning of * great 
A pith aud moment.” Bay thougn the fecret be kept from the Pubiic, 











Sib ANY Ore who is willing to be polleiied of this grand /pecific, may be 
dupplied by appiication as aforeiaid. It is infailibie: ana like Dr. 
i r T y 4 : * ’ . . la . 
Leake’s Pillaia falutaria “* goes dire&tly to the fat of che tiiorder, and 
diflodges the morbid mairter.” The trumpet founds: the Doctor 
trucs en the Rage: Good people! throv up your handkerchiefs. 
8g pov} P 











ScHOOL-HookK, B.---h. 
Art. 27. School Occurrences: fuppoied to have arifen among a f 
‘ Se: of young Ladies uader Mis. ‘Teachwell. 12mo, 1s, Mars vi 
fhall. - ¢ 
' Simple and natural; and may afford much entertainment and fome I 
inftruction to thofe for whofe reading this little tract was jolely de- t' 
figned ; and :o whom we cordially recommend ir. I! f 





* -On this {ubject the Author reaions boih hke a philojopher and 
an artilt, r,s a 
Be whe, 2 7 4 MatTut- 























Montuty CaTaLocue, Mathematics, Xc. 265 


MaTHEMATICS, 
Att. 98. An Introdu tion to Algebra, with Notes and Obferva- 
tions: defigned for the Ule of Schools, and Places of public Edu- 
cation. By Joho Bonnycaftle, Author of the Scholar's Guide to 

Arithmetic, and a Treatife of Menfuration. 12mo. 3s. bound. 

ohnfon. 1782. 

This Compendium. the Author tells us, 1s formed entirely upon the 
model of Newton, Maclaurin, Saunderfon, Simpfon, and Emerfon; 
and is intended as a-nfeful and neceflary introductiog to their works. 

[tis not io be ex gee that a oreat deal can be contained in 201% 
12mo pages, not very clefely printed ; indeed, we think it too fmail 
acompendium: othrw: fe. it may be ufeful to fchoolmafters to teach 
boys the onerat‘ons of algebra, p provided they know fomething of 


it themiely: r the book proceeds on that prefumption. We think 
it would “i wl en a great improvement, and would have made the 
work geners!'y afeful, af, at the end of every queition, to which he 
has given © »oeis bat only the numbers for anfwer, without the 
leat direéticn :ow to find them, he had referred his readers to fome 
guthor where ine olusions at large might be met with. This cer- 


tainly would no: hove taken up much more room. In his treatife of 
men{u ation, ©f which an account is given in our Review for Decem- 
ber lai: } p. 47z. we have near 300 pages for the fame money, and 


i thole ve lorned with wood figures that colt fomething cutting; whereas 


inthis, we have move than 80 pages lefs, and thof: without Cuts ; 
hence we are led to conclude that the printing of algebra is more ex- 
penfive than ocher prefs-work ; while, perhaps, the fale is more con- 
fined. Be this as 1¢ may, she prefent performance is certainly the 
ork of an ingenious mathematician, 
, Law. Wi. 

Art. 29. Laws for regulating Bills of Exchange, Inland and Fo- 
reion; with Abitradts “of the feveral A&s jor levying a Stamp Dury 
on Promiffory Notes, Drafts, Receipts, Bonds, bills of Sale, Wills, 
Powers of Av orney, Eccleiiaitical Preferments, &c. With Forms 
of Promiffo:y Noes, Bills of Exchange, Indorfements, and Re- 
ceipts, as prefcribed by the late Acts of Parliament. By J. Blae 
grave, Notary Public. rzm0o. ss. Nicoll. 1783. .. 
The utility of this litrle traé&t is fufficiently obvious. : 

MEDICAL, 

Art.30. An E iffy on the Principles and Manners of the Medical 
Profefion, With tome occafisnal Remarks on the Ule and Abofe of 
Medicine. By J. Whitaker Newman, Member of the Corporation 
of Surgeons, Landon, 8vo. 18.6d, Dodfley. 1783. 

This ininute pamphlet, confifti ing of only forty. eight pages, could 
fcarcely be expecied to ea:er deepiy into fo exienfive a tubjeA, even 

Were the writer poffffed of the happieft faculiy of method:zing aad 

condenfing his thoughts. But this freems to be by no means his ta- 

lent ; and it is not ealy to conceive any thing more jiimfy and trifling 

than his performarce. A . 

Art. 31. The efficacy andi innacency of Solvents candidly examined ; 

With Exper:ments and Cafe-. by Robert Home, Surgeon to tes 

Savoy. 8vo. 1s.6d. Murray. 1783. 

This feems to be mer as it profefies to be, a candid and fair dif- 
cuflioa 














» of adminifle:in Ms avo nit of 1: yecacuanhas; th 
° F , ara fo remirkab! e, that the practice was thenceforth adc pted, with 
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cuftion of the fubjeé propofed. Mr. Home begins with a relation of 
his own cafe of the gravel and flone, and the efect that various jixi. 
viums had upon him. He found, by feveral experiments, after a 
fuficient courfe of medicine, that his urine had acquired a folvent 
power of calculi cut of the bladder | At tie fame time his s diforder 
was rendercea ucn more tol rabie, and hrs pet era! health Was Unimn- 


paired, After this tlate of facts, he pro ceeds to conider fome of the 


objections ayainit — fulvents, contained in Mr. Newman's 
pamphlet onthe { fubjes <~*, As this writer fe cemed to regard them ag 
giving a putrid tendency to the animal fiuics, Nir. Elome made fome 
experiments, which prove, en the auanene. a> indecd Sir John 
Pringle had afferted, that hxed alkali is an antiieptic. Four cafes 
are next related, in which che lixivial folvents were taken without 
* et 


-, injury, and with more or i benefit. Iniwo of thefe, they may 
be faid to have efected an apparent cure; though Mr. Home dees not 
pretend io affert that the flores were actually diffulved, On the whole, 
he acknowledges the fupericr efficacy of lithotemy above that of any 
propoied remedy for the & ne 5 but only pleads that thofe aftiigied 
with this excructating difeafe, may not, by relrepeeeeninena | ve 
deprived of one of ihe few means for ents relief. Some experiments 
are added, to determine the relative firenoth of different folvents in 
ufe. From thefe, Black ial appeared to be more powerful than three 


2 
others which were comp: ed win it 
Art. 32- “Re port nade by order of Government, or a Memoir 


containing 4 new, eaty, aud fuccefsfule Method of treating the 
Childbed cr Puerperal Fever, made ufe of by the late M. Doulce’, 


Dosttor- Regent of the Faculty of aris, and one of the Phyficians 
of the Horel-Dieu. Read ara Mc eting of the Royal Medical So- 
cig a atthe Louvre, the th of September, 17326 Tranflated 


from the French. ‘fo which are addled Notes, containing a View 

of the Nature and Caufes of this alarming ard tatal Difeafe. By 

John Whitehead, M,D. Member cf the College of Phyficiams, 

London, and Phryfician to the London Lifpentary. Sv 15 

D lly. I 53. 

‘The numercus writers on the puerperat fever tn our cou: niry have 
done much to elucidate the nature of it, and the proper method v4 
treatment. Some of the mott emincnt among tneim egrec that the fi 
flep to be taken on the atrack of this difeafe, is io ev ncuate the prima 
wie by emerics and cathariics ; and we ourteives have feen many in- 
flances of very echt d sb mpicms s being enti: ly removed by this 
alone. Though this ¢ e feems preity affitiently eftiblished with 
us, yet the prefentr meaoir aa be ufeful in fhew:ag the advantage of 
avery early and particuler attention to this point, whereby, indeed, 
all further curative indications are aimoft fuperfeded. From the te 
lation here given, it appears, that hs puerper. 1] fever was very fre- 
quent, ard s!mo% Tt fatal, in The Hore] Dicu at Paris; when 
M. Doulcet being prefen: atthe inilant of a patient’s feizure, thooget 

e good effcGs of which 


fuch fuccc{s, that of two hundred women aficrwards attacked, all re- 
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eovered except five or fix, who refufed to take the emetic. The 
method of cure now ellablifhed in the Ifotel Dieu, is to begin at the 
-y moment O! the atrack with giving hiteen pene of ipecacuanha, 
Bice ‘nto twodofes, at the diitance of an Hour and a . half from each 
other ; repeating them the next day, whether the fymptoms be avated 
or not; sai ihe third and fourth davs as occafion may require. To- 
wards the feventh day, a mild | pure itive is exnidited, aad occaifionally 
ow The tranilator has adied to this memoir feveral ufetul 
noves relative to the opivions of nglith writers; parcticul irly witha 
view to examine the doftrine fo pertinactoully _ ained by alli rench 
guthors with re[pect to this, and molt other dif: feafes attending the 
puerperal fate. that they are occafioned by a etapa of the milk. 
Art. 33. A@pborims com ypofed for a ext to practical Lectures 


see a = 
on the Coniti uiion and Difeates of Children. By Dr. Wallon, 


Feliow of the Royal College of de apr is at Edinburgh, and Phy- 

Sanh Se. Se Shewe i Dif senfary for tie Relici of the Infant Poor. 

12m, JS. Moe: BV e 19% 

Though the utility of a texc bock to fudents attending a coi arte af 
leftures 1s Very m4 en, yet the imp yrrance of the fame to readers in 
general is mucit lefs apparent. ‘Lhe aphorifical form, admixing of 


soexplanations of dificult propofitions, or qualifications of too ge. 


neral ones, is mot to be relied upon for giving fefiicient inftru@ion, 
and may frequently lead toerror. And it wilt always be a matter of 
doubt, in the purfuit of the neceTary conctifenefs, what ciscumfances 
indefcription may be omitted as uneilential, wn what mult be re. 
jAamed. [tis chiefiy then, Im arrangement and meshod, that the ad- 
vantage to be Ge:ived from fuch works, to cafaal reacers, muft 
confitt. 
With refpe& to the publication before us, there are feveral Pofirio ns 
laid down, ard opisiers advaneed, not altogether cl 
with the doctrines ufually held. But thefe ar would be Un) uil to crie 
tile, unlefs we had neird them explained aid jupported by rhe au- 


thor in his leClures. F "> indeed, accordire to his own agrees: 
“the ephorifms are only a text or memorandum of the he to be 


treated of.”” “The pencral me hod feems wei calculated to give a con 

nected and co mpresenuve view of the fuel; and we doubre noe “ent 

acourfe of Jossures Gn ihes apes mioht be readered confider ivly ufeful, 
We are ferry to rve that there ar 


> ~witoary? 3 2¢ ‘r ‘ “ 
re sreguent inaccuraces in the 


larguage, Wi iy wisi nor the medical writers of -be northern parts of 
! f 


he kingdom, who are ia general fs well te formed ip their proteffion, 
taxe fome pai ifs to avoid d rerace 2n &@ puint io eclicntial to icrary 1e- 


Putaiion ! 
RELIGIOUS. A. 


" a 
Grr. 34. Secin 17, (i/4 fitesri ity CX 20 Wh . in Re ply to a Pa mphlet, 


Inatied. ** Reafons for renentoo the Rectory of Panton and Vicar- 
age of Swincerby, in Lincolnthire, and quitting the Church of | ings 
land . by Joho Difney, D.D. Fis. A.” By a Co yuniry Curate. 
5v0 Is. Rivingzon. 1-33. 
pomoie reqfoners 
the misfortune to read!) hath cnofen for 
his MOtto a text of Hoty Ww rit fo exaftiy cha asterilite of his prefent 
performance, that if be had atempicd to dave us the trouve of feeking 


Out 


— 


rr ‘ ’ ] 54 

{he author (che weakett and mot fuule of 
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Wadie works we have had 
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| oat an apt and commodicus faying that fhould have exprefled the fam 
f total of onr opinion of this abortion of orthodoxy and bigotry, he 
could not have fupplied us with a betrer— 
6 Thou art weighed in the balances, and art found wanting }? B.. 
Art 35. The Proteftant Diffenter's Shorter Catechifm; defigned 
as a Supplement tothe Affembly’s: with Scripture Proofs at large, 
Drawn up at the Requeft, and publifhed with the Approbation of 
$ / feveral Independent Miniflers, by . Palmer. tcmo. 2d, oy 
. ss. Sd. perdozen. Buckland. 1783. 
This catechi{m is only intended to ailert and maintain the prand 
_ principles in which Proteftant Diffenters of all denominations are 
,Xegreed, and in regard to which they differ from the etablithed church, 
For amore particular and comprehenfive view of the controverfy, the 
reader is referred to the /arger Catechifm pubiifhed by the fame av. 
thor: to the eichth edition of which is added a poitfeript, which will 
be delivered gratis to the purchafers of the former editions, on appli. 
Cation tothe publither. 

Specimen. —Quett, 24. Who are properly chargeable with the crimes of 
heresy and fchifin? 

Anf. Thole who confcientioufly and peaceably feparate from any 
communion are no more guilty of herefy or icht'm chan the firit chrift- 

tht jans were “, nor fo much 2s ter who obiipe shele to feparate by 
their onferiptural impofiticns t. 

On the whole this litsle piece i> wel! calculated to an fwer is defign: 
and we fuppofe it will be conticered by tne diilenters as a valuab 
appendage to the Affembly’s Crrechili: 4 
Art. 36. Simplicity recomended to Miniflers of ihe Gofpe : 

Small vo. :s.6¢. Buckland. 

Oar author, (whozppears to be a fenfible mar, in his way,) hath | 
arranged his advice under the following heads: Simplicity of dodtrine | 
—method—flyle—and delivery, The concluding part confiils of 
directions not wholly contised to preaching; but re‘er go the other 
offices cf the Chriflian miniiry. 

The author is a Diffenter, a Calvinitt, and flrong!y tin@tured with 
the peculisr leaven of his profeifion ; though there is a certain portion 
of charity intermixed with it that may poflibiy make his work, if net 
thoroughly palatable to perfons of d:iferent featiments, yet at leaf : 

aflable. | 
Ve could not however avoid fmiling at the author’s advice refped- ! 
ing fimplicity of delivery. This fame Amplicity, is tricked off in fuch | 
finery, andistzught fo many. airs (and a!), forfooth ! under the pretence | 
of becoming all things to all pafitons) that we thought of nothing but | 
aft ache!sin training ; and actually cried our, in difguft— There e | 























no relith of falvation in!” ° | 
Art. 37. Au Abridzement of the Holy Scriptures. By the Rev. 
‘ Mr. Sellon, Mivitter of st. James’s, Clerkenwell. 2d Edit. { 8v0. . 


1s.6d. Rivington. 1782, 


Conidering the very contrated limits which the ingenious author 


———_4» 





| 
* Adts xxiv. 14. xxvill. 22. , 
| 


+ Matt. xviile 7. Vid. alfo I% Ixvi. 5. Rom. xvi. 17. 
} We conct recollect thar the 1 edition ever was in the Reviewa 
allowed 
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slowed himfelf, we think this the moft perfpicuous abridgemert of 

the Scriptures we ever remember to have read. The principal objects 

are fa! hte ly and clearly delineated ; and we moft fincerels recommen: 
ito mailers of families, and well <i! ipof ed perfons, to diltribute this 
ery uicfa! manual amore their domellics and dependents. 

Art. 38. A Letter to the Right Rev. the Lord Lifhop of Landaffe 
In safees to his Lordthtp’s Letter to oe late Archb: oh of Cantere 
bury. by a Country Curate. gto. aos.6d. Wiikie. 1783. 

The predaction of a warm and zealous advocate for the prefent 
ecclefiattical efiabliiiment, who dreads the confequences of innovating 
on any of its inflicustons or o:ders, and 1s lato: cious that any atiempts 
to reform pester ded or }mag'nary evils wou!d eventually procuce real 
ones, and thus mate the laf? late worfe ahha the fir. The letter ts 
firied and fentible; but on the piiocipies by which its leading are 
guments are conc udted, chriftanity itfelf was a fect; and the poil- 
ticians ia church and {tate were jullifiedin {peaking againitit. They 
all, like Dr. South and this cowatry curate, (who will not remain fo 
much longer if there be any gratitude in the church!) efleemed it 
right to acquiefce in ¢hings feitled;” and were afraid to S* run the 
rik of new experiments.” ©] have stresd ly (fays this author) declared 
myfelF to be afraid cf rZormations; I know how unequal I am to the 
bufinefs; thovch nor more fo than the tives are unfuttable. Yet if 
there be any thing now to be done torai!s the e‘tablified cherch to 
that decent dignity and authority in which itis fo proper it fhould 
always be maintained, 1 would reform in this, as in other inftances, 
not by broaching new-fangled projecis, Or reviving the old ones of 
troublefome times, but by returning to the wholefome principles and 
practices of thofe better days, when both church and flate were in the 
greatet purity and perfedtion.’—Keturn, retura ye backfliding chi 
cren—return to Rome, THE MCTHER OF US ALL! 

Art. 39. Sermons by Humphrey Wifhaw, A. M. late Vicar of 
Lugwardine, near tiereford, and Canon Refidentiary of the Ca- 
thedral Church, Hereford. 2vols. Svo. 8s. Law. 1782. 

The number of difcourfes in each cf thefe volumes is fifteen, and 
their fubjects as follows : 

‘Right appreheniions of God, imp ortant and necelfary to religion ; 
God’s government of the world ; Tne original, end, and deign of 
civil government; The o Hey relia’ on of man; Chriftian perfec- 
ion; Forming an idea of God; View of human nature; Loving 
God; Trying the fpirits; Selling what we have and giving to the 
peor explained ; Stedfaitnefs in religions; Perfecution founded in 
wrong notions of God and religion; he righteoufnefs of che —— 
and Ph: arifees; Charity covering a multitude of fins; Nature and d 
firyn of the Chriftian — ; God’ s reconciling the wurtd to himfelf's : 
Receiving the grace cf Godin vain; Great advantage of chrittia- 
nity; The difference of being after the flefo and afrer the fpirit 5 
Working out our own falvacion ; The kingdom of God; Mercy 
more acceptable than (aecrifice ; 3 The Lord's fupper; Debts, particue 
larly the great debt of love, in two cifcourfes; Studying to be quiet 
and to do our bufinefs ; Two fermons ; Duty of f ferv ants; Folly and 


Thofe 


atheifm of fin ; Qualidcations necefiary to a boty live. 
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Thefe fermons are not of a loofes declamatory kind ; they are fen. 
fi sle, se an J p! actit ale ti icy ave {om ewhat ct ihe manner of 
» Clarke of St. fames’s, but are yet more diltant from ree 
“ep ‘ted o1 . cdoxy than he was fuppoted to bes and feem to @pprozch 

nearer to the fentiments or Mir. 'L. indiley. ‘he author’ be) view, and 


we fupnofe ajuft view of cévil government, may be Judged of from the 


: 


following lines: 
/ —‘ The end of government, or of the magiftrate’s office, can be 
7 no other, than the procurement and prefervation cf that good tothe 
community (and to every particular member of it, if po ffible) for 
which they unite aad fubmit to be governed, This, I fay, is eyie 
( dently the cafe, whether we make civil government, with St. Peter, 
the ordinance of man; or with St. Paul, the welledens of God,—That 
government is the ordixance, and the mogiltrare the muini/ier of Ged, 
7) is, in a reafonable fenfe, undoubredly true; but that he is elevated 
( above cthers, merely for his own fake, to give him a figure, orto 
enable him to gratify any wrong paflion or humour cf bts own, is an 
: awkward and prepottcrous conelulion,— For he i is the minifler of Ged, 
' no otherwife than ” y an f\ wering the end and d. fign ut God in his office : 
which we have plainly feen, is not to give him alice: ce to de, and do, 
jult what he pleafes, a> only to rule in the Sear of God, and fcr the 

good of men 
In the clofe«f chis difcourfe, the author fpeaks of the advantageous 
; conitication of our own government.— Another hort pafiag e may afi 
the reader to form “one iqgment of this wri'er’s view of the Chriftian 
fcheme : When treating Gid's reconciling the world to hinyelf by 
Jefus Corifi, he thus pro 
‘ -——* If dinners by repentance become objeéts of mercy, God may, 
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f swith ; as much richt and juflice, fhew them mercy, as he may punihh 
' ri ° ° . ma” 

thofe who are objtinate and impenitent. For if mercy may not be 

Bt exercifed on is proper objects, on whom can it be exercifed at all? 


' What then molt become of poor peni itent effenders? feein g it is ime 
pollible, even for God himfelf, to ‘make a finner to become innocent, 
otherwife than by remitting or forciving the punifhment due unto 
him.—Here then we fee the exact agreement there is between the 
gofpel and the attributes of God: we fee a moft glorious difplay both 
of the juilice and goodnefs o é God—of hi of ice, in requiring and 
infitting on repertance as the Pcie fatisfaction fnners could make 
him—of his goodnefs, in condefcending to fend a meflenger, to in- 
wiie, to perle ade, ye even i entreat “them to repent ; and to affure 
them that they could not be more ready to repent, than he is to for- 
give them on that condiiion,— ‘i he office of Chrilt was to ofer, and 








brin - finners to 2 recoucslinsion with God: and under this character 
he himself | ‘requent! ly reprefents himfelf tous. Accordingly he opened 
his commiilion with an exhortation fuitable to his great bufinefs, ViZ~ 
torepent ana believe the gojpel, or,as the text expreffes it, to be recon: thed 
to Ged; and enforced it with fuch power and demoniiration of the 
fpirit, as might be fuiheient to convince his hearers, that he came 
from Ged. Ner was this all; bur having loved his own, he loved 
them unto the end; and therefore, cotwithflanding 3 all the malice and 
Oppofition of whe ee he perfifled in teaching and calling them to 


repentance; till at ‘alt, in purfuance of his great defign, and as the 
higheit 
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highel confirmation of his trath, he fubmitted to a cruel! ard igno- 
— s death; agreeably to what he faid to Pila:e on his trial, To 
ond was I born, aud for this can fe came 1 into the world, that I 
beuld bear witnc/s unto the truth.’ 

e given of that famous text, pues feall cover 


[a the account her , 
author proves, by fubllantial reafons, that thefe 


a mult tude of fir ss, Our : 
and cannot jufily be thought to fignify, that * God, 


ords aoe tCnot, 
&. the account of any eminent act of 1: berality to the poor, will ex- 
eer’ 


cofe any firs a man may have been guilty of.’ He proceeds to ex- 
p! lain the pall ag re by fome inftances, of which it may be faid that charity 
cayers a multit tude of fin: » BS, ‘that charity, or a kind and benevo- 


3 temper of mind, will incline us to overlook, excufe, and pardon 
*samberlel offences of others ag aint ourfelves;—as, it 1s the abfoe 


lutely neceflary term, or condit! on, of God’s covering or pardon- 
ing our own fins; for fo our Lord has plain! y to Id us, by declaring, 

hat z if we forgive nit men their trefpaffes, neitber will our heavenly : Fa- 
= Sorgive us our tref pases s— s—as, by charitable advice, reproof, or 
exhortation, a finner may be refor med, he may havea title to the 
pardon promifed on repentance, and farther evi! aftions prevented ;— 
as, when charity is exercifed in its full ex:ent, it is the fulfilling of 
the law, 7.¢. of all thofe duties rélating toour neighbour; and fo pre- 
vents a man's committing abu stakes of fins, which thofe of a cone 
trary temper are often guiliy of.’ 

Our readers will doubtlets perceit ve that thefe ¢ i ey are calcu. 
Jated to inform ard improve the mind. How far fome of the explica- 
‘tions come up to the full meaning of Scripture, or by what art fome 
of the fentiments impiicd may be made to correfond with the articles, 
or the tenor of the offices of our eflablithed ciel, tis not neceilary 
forustoenguize. But the fermons themitelves diicover ingenuity, 
learning, and piety, and tend to advance viitue ard religion in the 


al 


world, H. 
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{, d perfua yon the Pradcice of Dueiling. By a Minifter of the 
Ci ich of Kngland. 4to. is, cadeil. 1753, 
So jatt i ment, fo path etic in addrefs, fo forcible and clear 


and maid in lang age, that we hope the author only intends thts as 
afpecimen of a farger prefent with which ia means to oblige the 
hicads of relrsion and virtue 

We will tranferibe the concluding paragraph, not becaufe it is the 
belt, but becanfe it winds up the whole with a dignity worthy of the 
feveral parts which compofe this truly excellent difcourfe. 

‘An Injury may indeed be fo flagrant as to cry aloud foran adequate 
reparation ; and in fuch a cafe, let the man who 1s injured app eal to 
the law: thar will proiect him in his perfon, his fame, and hi S pros 
perty. If the offence be fo fubtle and undefined, as to efcape the 
cognizance of every we man tribunal, let it be referred to him to 
Whom wenseance be long —forin no cne initance, no, not upon the 
molt infu ultin 74 min at is it lawfal for a Chriilian, as anindivi- 
dual, either to —— his own life, or attack the life of anotner, ex- 


aaa Only in the inflance of felf-defence. But if revenge be gox ne- 
cary lor thefutyee proiaction of others, aswell as of aafelyes, let 


us 
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us rejoice that an opportunity is offered us, of exercifing that daty which 
is the very f{pirit and effence of chriftianity. It is poflible indeed that 
our enemy may be fo ftubborn and intractable, that all our indulgence 
can never melt him, and that he may repeat his offence as often as he 
receives a pardon; bui here alfo we are not left without a direétion 
for our condut; Peter faid unto Fefus, Lord, how often foall my brother 
fin againfi me and I forgive bim P—till fever times ?—Fefus faith unto 


him, I Jay noi unto thee till {ven times, but until feventy times feven.’ B 
Seq 


l!. On the Biefing of Peace, Preached the firft Sunday after Eafter, 
By the Rev. Charles Cordiner, Minifter of Andrew’s Chapel in 
Banff 4te. 1s. White, 1783. 

A loofe, inflated, puerile harangue: 9 





*.* A fecend Letter from Y, Z. is thankfully acknowledged, 
Our Correfpondent may reft affured, that an extenfion of our account 
of Foreign Philofophical works is a matter that does not efcape our 
frequent contemplation. We believe that more ample details of the 
TranfaGions of Philofophical Societies abroad would be highly accept. 
able to many of our Readers; but our want of room feems to be an. 
jnfuperable objection: we much fear that an ‘* increafe of the price” 
of our AprpENDIXES, as recommended by Y. Z. would not prove an 
agreeable circumftance to a majority of thofe who purchafe them. 





tit A. R, ** wonders that the Reviewers have taken no notice of 
the invectives publifhed againft them by a Dr. Harawoed.’’ To fatisfy 
this Correfpondent, we need only obferve, that Dr. H. by honeflly 
affixing his mame to his abufive papers, printed in Magazines, &c. 
has rendered all reply unneceflary. °*Tis enough, that the Public 
fees the quarter they come from. We are forry to hear of his dif- 
trefles, which humanity would forbid us to increafe, by taking pro- 
pes gotice of him: they were totally unknown to us, when we men- 
idnad his late pamphlet on Contentment. 





> Applications to the Reviewers, for advice, &c. relative to lite« 
rary works, previous to their public appearance, have been fo nume- 
rous, as to encroach too’ much on the time of the Gentlemen con- 
cerned in this Journal. It has long, therefore, been a rule with 
them, to decline, totally, every overture of that kind. ——Mr. 
C—dd—k will be pleafed to confider this as an anfwer to his Letter 
of Auguft 19th. 





+§+ The Letter addreffed ** to the Editors of the M. R.” refpecte- 
ing the volume of Sermons lately publifhed by a Prelate of confi- 
derable eminence in the literary line is properly attended to. : 


+++ F. B. who dates from W——n, Sept. 12, refers to a publi. 
cation which we have not yet feen. 


*,* Amicus is under confideration. 
meee 


ErratuM in laff Month's Review. 
P. 150. 1. 12. from the bottom, for ‘ examine,’ read excu/é. 







































